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ΡΒΒΒΑΘΙΝ 

WHEN I first took the minor works of Xenophon 

seriously in hand, all that I intended was some attempt 

to improve the text, which seemed still very incorrect. 

In reading and re-reading I became very much alive 

to the peculiarities of the Greek, mainly as regards 
vocabulary, for the points of syntax are not many. It 

then occurred to me, in connexion with the grave 

question whether Xenophon was really the author of 

all the works in question, to examine these pecu- 

liarities carefully and to compare the disputed with 
the undisputed or comparatively undisputed writings, 

80 as to see in what cases and to what extent they 

agreed or disagreed, for it seemed possible that this 

would furnish better evidence than the considerations 

to which appeal had most often been made. I found 

that in most or all cases this kind of examination had 

indeed been attempted already, but that there was still 

room for more, usually for much more, investigation. 

Several therefore of the sections in this volume, 

beginning with that on Zhe Constitutions, are of a 

double character, dealing partly with textual criticism, 

‘partly with vocabulary and to some extent with syntax 
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as bearing on authorship, and I have summed the 
matter up in some general concluding pages. The 

original articles appeared in the Classical Review for 

1896-1899 and were supplemented by a few further 

notes in 1902 and 1906; but for this book various 

additions, omissions, and alterations have been made, 

and I should like it to be taken as the better state- 

ment of my.views. From the Classical Review for 1901, 

1902, 1906 I have added some notes on the Hellenics, 

Memorabilia, and Anabasis: those on the Cyropaedia 

have not been published before. 

Xenophon is so little studied among us, except as 

easy Greek reading for beginners, and to some extent 

for historical purposes, and the Opera Minora in par- 

ticular are so unfamiliar, that I fear few people will be 

interested in these discussions. But one part of them 

involves many questions of textual criticism, and the 

other. may perhaps in places assist students and 

teachers of Greek to distinguish a little more pre- 

cisely. how far various words, phrases, and idioms were 

really current in pure Attic. In reading the book 

frequent reference might with advantage be. made to 

the index, as different suggestions will be found to 

illustrate and support one another. 

To the Xenophon articles are added for the sake αἱ 

variety some others, which have also appeared almost 

in their entirety in the Classical Review: those on 

Herodotus, Plutarch’s Zives, Pausanias, and the Lrotici . 

Graect in 1905, 1903, 1900, and 1906 respectively, part 
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of Two Greek Adverbs of Place in 1901, the discussion of 

"Av with the Future in Attie as long ago as 1892, and 

the notes on Diodorus as recently as December, 1906. 

Most of what is contained in the short appendix on 

Latin authors appeared in 1895 and 1899. See also 

the volumes for 1888 and 1892. 

I have to thank Mr. Alfred Nutt for leave to re- 

publish, and Messrs. Clay’s reader for his valuable 

help in passing the book through the press. 

It contains so many statements about small matters 

of fact that some of them must certainly be wrong, 
and I shall be grateful for any correction. 

HERBERT RICHARDS. 

March, 1907. 
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THE 

MINOR WORKS OF XENOPHON 

I.—THE OHCONOMICUS 

_ As the main foundation of the following notes I took 
Holden’s very useful edition (18841) with critical notes, 
commentary, and an admirable index. Besides older books, 
Talso made use of Hartman’s Analecta Xenophontea (1887), 
which contains with other things suggestions on various 
vassages of the Oeconomicus. In 1895 Herwerden publish- 
Lin Mnemosyne a few notes of his own, in which some of 

alterations are anticipated, and drew attention to a 
text with occasional notes in Dutch brought out by 
Hartman in 1888. To this text I have made reference 
here and there in my remarks. 

ΠῚ 18 εἰ εὐχόμενοι εὐδαιμονεῖν καὶ ποιεῖν βουλόμενοι ad’ ὧν 
ἔχοιεν ἀγαθὰ ἔπειτα κωλύονται. 

av must be added before or after ἔ ἔχοιεν. Cf. 2.1 εἴ μοι 
συμβουλεύοις ὅ ὅ τι ἂν ποιῶν αὔξοιμι τὸν οἶκον : and so passim. 

2.5 Whether the words ἀπεφήνατο ὁ Σωκράτης are 
enuine or not, ἀπεφήνατο is an evident error for ἀπεκρίνατο. 

be same confusion occurs in Plato T’heaet. 150 c, where the 
two best MSS. have ἀποκρίνομαι against the clearly correct 

1 Holden’s fifth edition (1895) appeared too late for me to make 
186 of it. He had by that time altered his views on some of the 
dassages here cited. There is now (1906) also a text by Marchant 
ee Oxford Classical Texts. 

B 
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ἀποφαίνομαι of another, and in Diod. Sic. xi. 12. 5, where 
Cobet (Collectanea p. 239) has corrected ἀπεκρίνατο γνώμην 
to ἀπεφήνατο γνώμην. 

2. 7 παιδικοῖς πράγμασι is defended against Hartman, 
who would omit πράγμασι, by παιδικῶν λόγων in Ages. 8. 2. 

2. 10 τὸν οὖν ἀπ᾽ ὀλίγων περιποιοῦντα ἐλπίζω ἀπὸ πολλῶν 
γ᾽ ἂν ῥᾳδίως πολλὴν περιουσίαν ποιεῖν. 

The antithesis suggests that Xenophon wrote ἀπ᾽ ὀλίγων 
«ὀλίγον!» περιποιοῦντα, or possibly «τι!» περιποιοῦντα, as τι 
sometimes gets omitted before πὶ from similarity to it. 
But 11. 10 and Mem. 4. 2. 38 show that περιποιεῖν can be 
used absolutely. 

2. 13 οὔτε yap αὐτὸς χρήματα ὄργανα ἐκεκτήμην. 

Omit χρήματα as a manifest gloss on ὄργανα. (So too 
Hartman.) 

2.15 οἶμαι δ᾽ ἂν καὶ εἰ ἐπὶ πῦρ ἐλθόντος σου Kal μὴ ὄντος 
παρ᾽ ἐμοὶ ἄλλοσε ἡγησάμην ὁπόθεν σοι εἴη λαβεῖν, οὐκ ἂν 
ἐμέμφου pou καὶ εἰ ὕδωρ παρ᾽ ἐμοῦ αἰτοῦντί σοι αὐτὸς μὴ ἔχων 
ἄλλοσε καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦτο ἤγαγον, οἶδ᾽ ὅτι οὐδ᾽ ἂν τοῦτό μοι ἐμέμφου. 

Hartman would omit καί before μὴ ὄντος, but this seems 
impossible from the awkwardness that would arise as to the 
subject of ὄντος, nor can I see any objection to καί He 
points out rightly enough that αἰτοῦντί σοι is deficient in 
construction (Holden joins it awkwardly with ἔχων) and 
proposes αἰτοῦντά σε. I would rather read αἰτοῦντί σοι αὐτὸς 
μὴ ἔχων «παρέχειν». Cf. 8.1. Platt proposes ἡγησάμην for 
ἤγαγον. 

9 1 A e 5 r 4, 5 / “ , 

. καὶ NUPOV ἐπισκοπὼν πάνυ οἰκείως TAUTA γιγνόμενα. 

οἰκείως is oddly used. No doubt Xenophon wrote — 
εἰκότως. (1 find this anticipated by Herwerden.) 

9 18 Ν δὲ , ΄ > ΝΥ ΄, Ν 64 ; 
de τους O€ γνωμῃ OUVTETAMEVY) ET LLE OU{LEVOUS καὶ VQTTOV — 

Kal ῥᾷον κερδαλεώτερον κατέγνων πράττοντας. 

It is very doubtful whether κατέγνων can be used in this 
way. Jt means perceiving or deciding or pronouncing 
something that is somehow to a man’s disadvantage, and 
never has a merely neutral sense. 
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Thus in 2. 1 above, ἢ κατέγνωκας ἡμῶν ἱκανῶς πλουτεῖν, 
where the disadvantage may not be immediately apparent, 
it is brought out in the parallel words καὶ οὐδὲν δοκοῦμέν 
σοι προσδεῖσθαι χρημάτων. Socrates has decided against any 
need on Critobulus’ part of more money. In all the 
examples to which Sturz refers in his Lexscon Xenophon- 
tewm as having a neutral sense there is no difficulty in 
detecting the real meaning. As we have an imperfect 
(ἑώρων) in the parallel clause, perhaps we ought to read 
κατενόουν. ἔγνων or ἐπέγνων is also possible. So Symp. 8. 
39 νόμους. :. κατέθηκεν can hardly be anything but a mistake 
for ἔθηκεν, and Hell. 6.1.17. συντίθεσθαι... τὰ ἑαυτοῦ for 
τίθεσθαι. 

3. 16 Mehler and Hartman would omit the second σοι, 
which is a mere repetition of the first (οἶμαι δέ σοι ἔχειν ἂν 
ἐπιδεῖξαί σοι). Others have wished to omit the first. Per- 
haps we should read οἶμαι δέ τοι. Cf. Cyrop. 1. 5. 13 ἀλλὰ 

ὶ / 

πιστεύω TOL TH πείρᾳ. 

4. 4 dp’, ἔφη ὃ Σωκράτης, μὴ αἰσχυνθῶμεν τὸν Τ]ερσῶν 
βασιλέα μιμήσασθαι ; 

Goodwin (Moods and. Tenses ὃ 287) gives what I cannot 
help thinking an impossible theory of this passage, when 
he translates it ‘Shall we then be ashamed? We shall not 
be ashamed, shall we?’ How can the subjunctive with μή ina 
question have this meaning? He has just himself given 
instances of a similar construction in which the meaning 
is, as it must be, the very reverse. Thus Plato Rep. 337 B 
μὴ ἀποκρίνωμαι ; ‘am I not to answer?’ 7b. 554 B μὴ φῶμεν ; 
‘are we not to say?’ Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 36 μηδ᾽... ἔρωμαι; 
“am I not even to ask?’ In other words, μή with such a 
question necessarily expects an answer in the affirmative, 
and we cannot get out of it by translating with Heindorf, 
‘who cites these words in his note on Phaedo 64 c, num 
verendum ne pudeat nos, 1.6. num pudebit nos Persarum 
regemiumitart ? Holden translates the phrase here numquid 

_pudeat nos ? ‘can it be that we should be ashamed ?’ but 
this in Greek would be μὴ αἰσχυνθεῖμεν ἄν and not the 
subjunctive at all. The fact is that μὴ αἰσχυνθῶμεν in a 
question with dpa gives us here an impossible sense. “Apa 

B 2 
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I take to be a blunder for ἀλλά, and the words are not a 
question. ‘But let us not be ashamed’ is the plain sense 
required. Holden’s index will fnrnish instances of ἀλλά 
thus used at the beginning of an answer. In 12. 1, ἀλλὰ 
γάρ, ἔφην ἐγώ, μή σε κατακωλύω, ὦ ᾿Ισχόμαχε, ἀπιέναι ἤδη Bov- 
λόμενον; Holden translates ‘let me not detain you.’ I 
doubt whether this would be good Attic Greek, as no sort 
of imperative precedes, but in any case it is not what the 
speaker means, and, if it were, I do not see how Holden 
could be right in punctuating the words as a question. He 
should have given the explanation he gives on 4. 4, for the 
words mean ‘I am not detaining you, am I?’ (or perhaps 
‘but I fear I am detaining you’). 

For a quite certain instance of the confusion of ἀλλά and 
dpa see Alcibiades I. 119 p, where the Bodleian MS. has 
dpa and the Venetian T has ἀλλά. 

4. 6 Hartman omits the καί before τοὺς μέν. There does 
seem to be something wrong with the sentence, but I 
would rather omit the καί before πάντας. Or the difficulty 
may arise from the accidental omission after συνάγων of some 
such verb as ἐφορᾷ, ἐπισκοπεῖ, or δοκιμάζει (8). 

4, 13 ἔτι δὲ πρὸς τούτοις, ἐν ὁπόσαις τε χώραις ἐνοικεῖ καὶ 
εἰς ὁπόσας ἐπιστρέφεται, ἐπιμελεῖται τούτων, ὅπως κῆποί τε 
ἔσονται οἱ παράδεισοι καλούμενοι πάντων καλῶν τε κἀγαθῶν 
μεστοί, ὅσα ἡ γῆ φύειν ἐθέλει, καὶ ἐν τούτοις αὐτὸς τὰ πλεῖστα 
διατρίβει. : 

Hartman omits κῆποί τε. I should suggest that reis right 
and that it points to our writing διατρίψει for διατρίβει. So 
we get ὅπως κῆποί τε ἔσονται TavTWV... μεστοί... καὶ ἐν 
τούτοις . . . διατρίψει. 

5. 1 ταῦτα δέ, ὦ Κριτόβουλε, ἐγὼ διηγοῦμαι, ὅτι τῆς γεωργίας 
οὐδ᾽ οἱ πάνυ μακάριοι δύνανται ἀπέχεσθαι. 

ταῦτα refers not to ὅτι κιτιλ. but to the anecdote just told. 
We have to read something like « ἐπιδεικνύων: ὅτι, or 
<iy εἰδῇς ὅτι. The omission is as old as Stobaeus, 
who quotes this passage. It may be thought that ὅτι 
means here ‘to show that,’ as for instance in Dem. 18. 37 
ὅτι δ᾽ οὕτω ταῦτ᾽ ἔχει; λέγε μοι τὸ ψόφισμα. But is not this use 
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restricted to cases in which ὅτι (or és) begins the sentence ? 
The meaning ‘because’ seems unsuited to the context. 

5. 7 Here and in 4. 8 Hartman takes exception to the 
use of χώρα and γῇ as though they were distinct things and 
proposes to omit τῇ χώρᾳ καί here and τὴν γῆν there. In 
both places yf (‘soil ’) is used with reference to cultivation, 
χώρα (‘country ’) to habitation. 

5. 8 καὶ δραμεῖν δὲ καὶ βαλεῖν καὶ πηδῆσαι. 

One would think βαλεῖν ought either to follow πηδῆσαι or 
to precede δραμεῖν. Schenkl’s βάδην ἰέναι seems to me 
quite wrong. βαλεῖν refers to the ὅπλα mentioned in the 
sentence before. 

5. 18 There must certainly, as Schneider and others 
have supposed, be something missing after προνοῆσαι. Cf. 
the construction of 6. 11. 

_ 6. 81 had conjectured διελεῖν for διελθεῖν and find my 
view shared by Herwerden. 

6. 13 τοὺς μὲν γὰρ ἀγαθοὺς τέκτονας, χαλκέας ἀγαθούς, 
ζῳγράφους ἀγαθούς, ἀνδριαντοποιοὺς καὶ τἄλλα τὰ τοιαῦτα 
πάνυ ὀλίγος μοι χρόνος ἐγένετο ἱκανὸς περιελθεῖν τε καὶ K.T.X. 

_ The position οὗ ἀγαθούς after χαλκέας and ζῳγράφους is 
hardly to be justified, considering that there is an article 
preceding. Now the whole context both before and after 
deals not with persons who ave good at this or that, but 
with such as are called good. Thus in 12 ἐφ᾽ οἷς τοῦτο τὸ 

ὄνομα δικαίως ἐστίν, ὃ καλεῖται καλός Te κἀγαθὸς ἀνήρ and 
again in 14.16.17. It occurs to me therefore as probable, 
and as explaining the position of the adjective, that 
Xenophon wrote καὶ τἄλλα τὰ τοιαῦτα «“καλουμένους;». 
Holden may very probably be right in inserting another 
ἀγαθούς before ἀνδριαντοποιούς" 

7. 5 ἔζη ὑπὸ πολλῆς ἐπιμελείας, ὅπως ὡς ἐλάχιστα μὲν 
᾿ὄψοιτο, ἐλάχιστα δὲ ἀκούσοιτο. 

1 do not feel very sure that the genitive πολλῆς ἐπιμελείας 
Should not be the dative, such as we have in Plat. Hep. 
574 ἣν... ὑπὸ νόμοις τε καὶ πατρί. ὡς after ὅπως is 
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probably a case of dittography: otherwise ought it not to 
be repeated with the second ἐλάχιστα 1 16. 9 and other 
passages show it to be unnecessary, and Plutarch’s quotation 
of the words (Mor. 405 c) does not give it. 

7. 10 τί δέ; ἔφη, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἐπεὶ κιτιλ. Read τί δέ... 
« εἰ μὴ! ἐπεί, asin 9. 1 and 2. (So Hartman.) 

7. 18 δοκοῦσι πολὺ διεσκεμμένως μάλιστα τὸ ζεῦγος τοῦτο 
συντεθεικέναι ... ὅπως ὅτι ὠφελιμώτατον ἢ αὑτῷ εἰς τὴν 
κοινωνίαν. : 

Read something like « δι’ ἐκεῖνο; μάλιστα. 

Ἵ 35 Φ Ν a ” Ὁ ἂν 9 a > “ , : ols μὲν ἂν ἔξω τὸ ἔργον ἢ TOV οἰκετῶν, τούτους συνεκ- 
πέμπειν. Perhaps τούτους μὲν ἐκπέμπειν. 

7. 40. Possibly σῴζοι here should be σώσοι and σῴζῃ in 
8. 16 σώσῃ. In this place at any rate the future would 
be much more idiomatic: in the other the aorist would be 
symmetrical but is less called for by custom. 

8. 1 vat pa Av, ἔφη ὃ Ἰσχόμαχος, καὶ δηχθεῖσάν ye οἶδα 
΄ φ “ 4 , n , 

αὐτήν. .. ὅτι τῶν εἰσενεχθέντων τι αἰτήσαντος ἐμοῦ οὐκ εἶχέ 
μοι δοῦναι. 

It seems necessary to insert ποτέ somewhere in this 
sentence. A Greek could not have omitted it, any more 
than in 10. 2 ἐγὼ τοίνυν ἰδών ποτε αὐτὴν «.t.A. It would 
have fallen out most easily perhaps after ὅτι, but its 
more natural place would be after δηχθεῖσάν ye. (Her- 
werden after οἶδα.) 

> lal 8, 10 καὶ σὺ οὖν, ὦ γύναι, εἰ Tod μὲν Tapdxov τούτου μὴ 
, , a 3 a ~ ry α 207 ἈΝ cal ᾿Ξ, δέοιο, βούλοιο δ᾽ ἀκριβῶς διοικεῖν τὰ ὄντα εἰδέναι καὶ τῶν ὄντων 

a , 

εὐπόρως λαμβάνουσα ὅτῳ av δέῃ χρῆσθαι... χώραν τε δοκι- 
μασώμεθα τὴν προσήκουσαν ἑκάστοις ἔχειν καὶ κ-.τ.λ. 

Διοικεῖν τὰ ὄντα has been doubted, and, if we had to take 
διοικεῖν in its ordinary sense, it would certainly seem 
unsuitable. But there are three passages in the Cyropaedia 
where οἰκῶ and οἰκεῖσθαι appear to have the sense (unrecog- 
nised by Liddell and Scott) of store, be stored or supplied. 
See 4. 5. 39 στρωμνὴν καὶ ἐσθῆτα καὶ τἄλλα οἷς οἰκεῖται σκηνὴ 
καλῶς στρατιωτική, and 10. 42 ἄλλα ἄγειν ὅπως οἰκῆται ἡμῖν 
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τὸ στρατόπεδον : ὃ. 4. 39 συνεσκευάσατο δὲ πάντα ὁπόσοις ἂν 
οἶκος μέγας καλῶς οἰκοῖτο. If οἰκεῖν could mean store, 
διοικεῖν could mean store (various things) separately, which 
is the sense here required. 

The optatives εἰ δέοιο and εἰ βούλοιο, to which Holden 
calls attention, seem unsuitable here and are probably an 
error for the present indicative, δέει and βούλει. Not only 
is the mood inharmonious with δοκιμασώμεθα, but it puts as 
a mere future contingency what the speaker would naturally 
assume to be an actual fact. He takes it for granted that 
his wife wishes to avoid disorder and to have things handy. 

8. 16 In a storm, says the sailor, there is no time to 
search for things or get them out: ἀπειλεῖ yap ὁ θεὸς καὶ 
κολάζει τοὺς βλᾶκας. ἀπειλεῖ is not exactly an inappro- 
priate word, but there is a very similar word so much more 
appropriate that I believe Xenophon to have used it: 
ἐπείγει... καὶ κολάζει τοὺς βλᾶκας. So Soph. O.C. 1540 
ἐπείγει γάρ με τοὺκ θεοῦ παρόν : Plato Laws 887 B we can 
take our time, οὐδεὶς γὰρ ἡμᾶς, τὸ λεγόμενον, ἐπείγων διώκει. 

8. 19 ὡς δὲ καλὸν φαίνεται κ.τ.λ. 

I think Hartman is right in doubting the exclamatory 
use of ὡς here, which would indeed be very much out of 
place, but he does not say how the words are to be dealt 
with. It seems pretty certain that this és must be like the 
two in the preceding sentence, which follow upon εἴρηται, 
though εἴρηται comes after them in order. I should suppose 
that Xenophon was in like manner going to put something 
later on, which this ὡς κιτιλ. would follow, but was diverted 
by the length of the sentence into an anacoluthon. What 
he had in his mind really appears’in the next sentence 
(21) εἰ δ᾽ ἀληθῆ ταῦτα λέγω, ἔξεστι... καὶ πεῖραν λαμβάνειν 
αὐτῶν κιτιλ. It is as though 19-21 ran ὡς δὲ καλὸν φαίνεται 

. τούτου ἔξεστι πεῖραν λαμβάνειν x.7.A. Ages. 7. 7 is a 
sentence of somewhat similar irregularity, for it contains 
no regular apodosis to εἰ δ᾽ αὖ κιτιλ. but the sense is given 
in another form. 

9. 5 ot μὲν yap χρηστοὶ (τῶν οἰκετῶν) παιδοποιησάμενοι 
εὐνούστεροι ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ, οἱ δὲ πονηροὶ συζυγέντες εὐπορώτεροι 
πρὸς τὸ κακουργεῖν γίγνονται. 
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Xenophon may have meant only that bad slaves got 
increased facilities (εὐπορώτεροι) for mischief or dishonesty, 
and this makes fair sense: cf. Plato Prot. 348 p. But the 
antithesis to εὐνούστεροι suggests that some effect upon their 
dispositions was what he meant to express. If so, he may 
have written εὐφορώτεροι in the sense in which Aristotle more 
than once has eixatadopos. When εὐφορώτερον is used of 
the body (Symp. 2. 16) it has the somewhat similar mean- 
ing of ‘more flexible,’ ‘more easily moved.’ So Περὶ Ὕψους 
44, ] πρὸς ἡδονὰς λόγων εὔφοροι and 4. 1 πρὸς λόγων ἐνίοτε. 
μέγεθος οὐκ ἄφορος. Cf. the analogous uses of δύσφορος, 
ἐπίφορος, παράφορος, ἄο. I have also thought of εὐροπώτεροι. 
In Soph. Phil. 872 εὐφόρως is now read for εὐπόρως. In 
Xen. Hell. 6. 3. 10, which might be compared with our 
passage, ΠΑ ΞΕ ρα is suggested for εὐπορώτεροι, and the 
latter certainly makes no sense. 

9. 18 χαλεπώτερον yap av, ἔφη φάναι, εἰ αὐτῇ ἐπέταττον 
κιτιλ. 

ἄν cannot stand here with the adjective and without 
averb. Add εἶναι, or substitute it for φάναι. 

10. 12 seems to me imperfectly expressed and I conjec- 
ture that it ran somewhat as follows: καὶ «ἡ» ὄψις δέ, 
<édynv>, ὅπόταν ἀνταγωνίζηται « δέσποινα» διακόνῳ καθαρω- 
τέρα οὖσα πρεπόντως τε μᾶλλον ἠμφιεσμένη, κινητικὸν γίγνεται. 
There is nothing in the preceding sentences from which 
δέσποινα can conveniently be understood. κατ᾽ ὄψιν for καὶ 
ὄψις is also possible. ἔφην is perhaps not absolutely 
necessary, but is usually sep when a transition is made 
from oratio obliqua. 

11. 4 ἀπαντήσας τῷ Νικίου τοῦ ἐπηλύτου ἵππῳ. 

In this troublesome expression can Xenophon have 
written τῷ ἐπηλύτῃ (or ἐπήλυδι) immo? Cf. Herod. 1. 78. 3 
λέγοντες ὄφιν εἶναι γῆς παῖδα, ἵππον δὲ πολέμιόν τε καὶ are 
It is contrary to all probability that τοῦ Νικηράτου (Cobet) 
should have been corrupted thus. 

11.18 τὰ μὲν βάδην, τὰ δὲ ἀποδραμὼν οἴκαδε. Perhaps 
βάδην should be βαδίσας : cf. 8.4 6 μὲν βαδίζων τὸν τρέχοιτου. 
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Otherwise we must insert ἐλθών or some other aorist 
participle, perhaps βαδίσας itself. 

11. 22 ἀλλὰ Kat ἔμελλον δὲ ἐγώ... τοῦτο ἐρήσεσθαι. 

Perhaps δέ should be σε. καί... δέ seems hardly possible 
after ἀλλά. 

13. ὃ καὶ τὰ κυνίδια δὲ πολὺ τῶν ἀνθρώπων Kal TH γνώμῃ καὶ 
τῇ γλώττῃ ὑποδεέστερα ὄντα ὅμως καὶ περιτρέχειν καὶ κυβιστᾶν 
καὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ μανθάνει τῷ αὐτῷ τούτῳ τρόπῳ. 

That dogs are inferior to man τῇ γνώμῃ is intelligible 
enough, but what can be meant by calling them inferior 
also τῇ γλώττῃ ? or what has the tongue to do with running 
round in a circle and tumbling head over heels? The 
editors do not appear to have asked themselves these 
questions. Mem. 1. 4. 12 can have nothing to do with it. 
But I do not see what is to be done with τῇ γλώττῃ. 
What is there besides γνώμῃ that it would be apposite to 
mention here? I can think of nothing, unless it were 

_ power of attention, docility, &c., or memory. Did Xenophon 
write μελέτῃ or possibly μνήμῃ ? 

14. 5 Speaking of the laws of Draco and Solon, Ischo- 
‘Machus says γέγραπται yap ζημιοῦσθαι ἐπὶ τοῖς κλέμμασι καὶ 
δεδέσθαι, ἦν τις ἁλῷ ποιῶν, καὶ θανατοῦσθαι τοὺς ἐγχειροῦντας. 

This statement has puzzled the commentators consider- 
ably, as it appears to give a severer punishment for an 
attempt at theft than for a theft actually perpetrated. 
‘Some have made the obvious suggestion that the words 
should be transposed, reading καὶ δεδέσθαι τοὺς ἐγχειροῦντας 
kal θανατοῦσθαι ἤν τις ἁλῷ ποιῶν. Others have understood 
ἐγχειροῦντας very improbably of assault, not theft. But 

the addition of a word before ἐγχειροῦντας will give us an 
unexceptionable sense and bring this passage into harmony 
"with the locus classicus on the subject in the Timocrates 
of Demosthenes. We read there that ὁ Σόλων... νόμον 

εἰσήνεγκεν, εἰ μέν τις μεθ᾽ ἡμέραν ὑπὲρ πεντήκοντα δραχμὰς 
/ . ἈΝ Ν Ν 

κλέπτοι, ἀπαγωγὴν πρὸς τοὺς ἕνδεκ᾽ εἶναι: εἰ δέ τις νύκτωρ 
Ὁ / ἴω lal “ “ 

ὅτιοῦν κλέπτοι, τοῦτον ἐξεῖναι καὶ ἀποκτεῖναι καὶ τρῶσαι διώκοντα 
Ἶ Ἂν .9 a -» 4 8 ? > , A “n δ᾽ ε / ι κα ε καὶ ἀπαγαγεῖν τοῖς ἕνδεκ᾽, εἰ βούλοιντο. ᾿ τῷ δ᾽ ἁλόντι ὧν αἱ 

᾿ P > > a ἀπαγωγαί εἰσίν, οὐκ ἐγγυητὰς καταστήσαντι ἔκτισιν εἶναι τῶν 
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κλεμμάτων, ἀλλὰ θάνατον τὴν ζημίαν. The words of Demo- 
sthenes make it certain, I think, that we should read here 
θανατοῦσθαι τοὺς <vixtwp> ἐγχειροῦντας. Add Plato Laws 
874 Β νύκτωρ Popa εἰς οἰκίαν εἰσιόντα ἐπὶ κλοπῇ χρημάτων ἐὰν 
ἑλὼν κτείνῃ τις, καθαρὸς ἔστω. It is well known that at Rome 
the old law allowed any thief to be killed by night (duode- 
cim tabulae nocturnum furem quoquo modo, dvurnum autem, 
st se telo. defenderet, interfict vmpune voluerunt, Cicero 
p. Milone § 9: Xenophon and Demosthenes are speaking 
rather of the penalty inflicted in course of law, though the 
latter seems to include private killing as well. 

In the words that immediately follow, δῆλον οὖν, ἔφη, ὅτι 
ἔγραφον αὐτὰ βουλόμενοι &c., αὐτά should probably be ταῦτα, 
though αὐτά may be defended as referring to πολλοὺς τῶν 
νόμων in 4, 

15. It is difficult to resist the conclusion that §$ 1-4 
were never meant to stand before the following §$, which 
simply repeat their contents at somewhat greater length, 
but that we have here an instance of a duplex recensio 
or two alternative versions of the same matter. How 
the two versions originated, is not an easy question to 
settle. 

15. 1 ἐπειδάν ye ἐμποιήσῃς twit τὸ βούλεσθαί σοι εἶναι 
τἀγαθά, ἐμποιήσῃς δὲ τῷ αὐτῷ τούτῳ τὸ ἐπιμελεῖσθαι ὅπως 
ταῦτά σοι ἐπιτελῆται, ἔτι δὲ πρὸς τούτοις ἐπιστήμην κτήσῃ 
αὐτῷ, ὡς ἂν ποιούμενα ἕκαστα τῶν ἔργων ὠφελιμώτερα γίγνοιτο 
K.T.A. 

I formerly followed Cobet in thinking κτήσῃ αὑτῷ to 
be wrong, but I think now that it may stand. You 
can be said to procure knowledge for a man if you 
procure instruction for him. Hvzero 11. 13 κτῶ δὲ 
αὐτῇ (τῇ πόλει) συμμάχους is not quite parallel, but may 
be compared. 

It may be that the first ἐμποιήσῃς should be followed by 
a μέν, and no doubt that is the common usage, but there 
are too many cases without μέν to make the restoration 
safe. We have another in 2. ὃ. καὶ πόσον Gv...ole...ebpetv 
τὰ σὰ κτήματα, πόσον δὲ τὰ ἐμά; and cf. 11. 4 πολλούς... 

πολὺν δέ. 
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>’ 4 ’ὔ Ἀ 4 3 ’ a 16. 12 εἰκὸς ydp, ... τὴν πόαν ἀναστρεφομένην . . . τηνικαῦτα 
κόπρον μὲν τῇ γῇ ἤδη παρέχειν, καρπὸν δ᾽ οὔπω καταβαλεῖν 
ὥστε φύεσθαι. 

οὔπω can hardly stand instead of μήπω with the infinitive 
here. It might perhaps stand in the first of two clauses 
after εἰκός ἐστι, if one word or idea was strongly negatived 
and another, as it were, put in its place ; but in the second 
clause it is impossible. (Kiihner, § 512, 2, Ὁ, points out 
rightly that in Plat. Soph. 254 Β εἰκὸς οὐχ ἧττον ἐκείνων 
οὕτως ἔχειν the οὐχ goes closely with ἧττον.) I would not 
however read μήπω here. If we notice the change from 
the present παρέχειν to the aorist καταβαλεῖν, for which 
there is no reason, we may probably conclude that it is 
καταβαλεῖν which is wrong and restore καρπὸν δ᾽ οὔπω κατα- 
βαλεῖ. The future is used as in 1] σκληρὰ ἡ γῇ ἔσται. 
(For a similar error cf. note on 20. 16.) 

17. 7 οὐκοῦν τοῦτο μέν, ἔφην ἐγώ, ἤδη μελέτης δεῖται, 

ὥσπερ τοῖς κιθαρισταῖς ἡ χείρ, ὅπως δύνηται ὑπηρετεῖν τῇ 

γνώμῃ. 

The traditional punctuation is wrong here. The subject 
of δεῖται is not τοῦτο (which is an accusative meaning ‘in 
this matter’: cf. 16.6) but ἡ χεί. A comma must be 
placed after κιθαρισταῖς, if we put one before ὥσπερ. 

18.1 στὰς ἔνθα πνεῖ ἄνεμος ἢ ἀντίος ; 

I suspect ἔνθα should be ἔνθεν.Ό Cf. Bast’s Comm. 
Palaeogr. p. 807. An adverb of place at which can be 
turned by attraction into an adverb of motion from or to, 
but not, I think, vice versa. (So too Hartman in his 
text.) 

18.5 ὅπως δὲ τὸ δεόμενον κόψουσι..., τίνι τοῦτο, ὦ 

Σώκρατες ; 

Read τίνι τοῦτο «“ἐπιμελητέον;». 

19, 2 ἐν ὁποίᾳ τῇ γῇ δεῖ φυτεύειν. 

Omit τῇ. It has perhaps arisen from a dittography 
BE of γῇ. 
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19. 19 διδάσκει τρυγᾶν ἑαυτήν, ὥσπερ τὰ σῦκα συκάζουσι, TO 
ὀργῶν ἀεί. 

Read ἑαυτῆς. Cf. Mem. ὃ. 11. 1 ἐπιδεικνύειν ἑαυτῆς ὅσα 
καλῶς ἔχει. ᾿ 

20. 3 οὐδ᾽ ὅτι ἀγνοήσας τις τὴν γῆν φέρουσαν ἀμπέλους ἐν 
ἀφόρῳ ἐφύτευσεν. 

τὴν γῆν «τὴν!» φέρουσαν Hartman. A word has indeed 
been omitted, but not the article. A man planted vines 
in unsuitable soil, because he did not know—what? that it 
would not grow them; ἀγνοήσας τὴν γῆν « οὐ!» φέρουσαν 
ἀμπέλους. Cf. on 16 below. Marchant follows Jacob in 
omitting γῆν. 

20. 8 Insert αὖ after φυλακάς. Some particle is needed 
and this seems the likeliest. It occurs again in the 
next §. 

20.16 μέγα δὲ ἔφη δια φέρειν eis τὸ λυσιτελεῖν yewp- 
γίαν καὶ μὴ λυσιτελεῖν ὅταν... ὃ μὲν κιτιλ., ὃ δὲ K.T-A. ῥᾳδίως 
γὰρ ἀνὴρ εἷς παρὰ τοὺς δέκα δια φέρε ι τῷ ἐν ὥρᾳ ἐργάζεσθαι 
καὶ ἄλλος γε ἀνὴρ δια φέρει τῷ πρὸ τῆς ὥρας ἀπιέναι. τὸ 
δὲ δὴ ἐᾶν ῥᾳδιουργεῖν δι ὅλης τῆς ἡμέρας τοὺς ἀνθρώπους 
ῥᾳδίως τὸ ἥμισυ δια pe € pet τοῦ ἔργου παντός" ὥσπερ καὶ 
ἐν ταῖς δδοιπορίαις παρὰ στάδια διακόσια ἔστιν ὅτε τοῖς 
ἑκατὸν σταδίοις διήνεγκαν ἀλλήλων ἄνθρωποι τῷ 
τάχει... οὕτω δὲ καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις πολὺ διαφέρουσιν 
εἰς τὸ ἀνύτειν κιτ.λ.... τοῦτο δὴ τοσοῦτον διαφέρει 
ὅσον ἢ ὅλως ἐργάζεσθαι ἢ ὅλως ἀργὸν εἶναι. 

Five of these seven uses οὗ διαφέρω are in no way remark- 
able, but about the second and third there is something 
strange. In both διαφέρει must mean not to be different, 
its proper sense, but to make, cause a difference to some- 
thing or somebody. A man’s unpunctuality or indolence 
makes a difference: you cannot say in that sense that it 
differs. Then again in the third passage τὸ ἥμισυ is oddly 
used. Μέγα, πολύ, τοσοῦτον διαφέρειν are right and regular, 
but τὸ ἥμισυ διαφέρειν is not, and we should expect τῷ 
ἡμίσει, just as in the fourth case we have τοῖς ἑκατὸν 
σταδίοις. 
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It seems probable that for διαφέρει in these two places 
we should read διαφθείρει, governing τὸ ἥμισυ in the 
second, and used absolutely in the first. The man spoils 
things, indolence and unpunctuality spoil half the work. 
The confusion of διαφέρω and διαφθείρω is quite familiar. 
In Plat. Prot. 3604 the Bodleian has διαφεροῦμεν for δια- 
φθεροῦμεν, and in Rep, 421 "Ὁ Paris A has διαφέρει for 
διαφθείρε. For the accident of διαφθείρειν and διαφέρειν 
coming together here cf. Plat. Symp. 222 Ὁ Ὲ, where dada By 
follows close upon two uses of διαβάλλειν. 

At the beginning of 16 μέγα δέ, ἔφη, διαφέρει should be 
read, the whole passage being in oratio recta. Also τῷ ἐν 
ὥρᾳ ἐργάζεσθαι seems wrong. With the man who goes 
away early Xenophon must have put the man who begins 
late ; that is, he must have written τῷ «μὴ; ἐν ὥρᾳ ἐργά- 
ζεσθαι. He has just said that it is the overseer’s business 
to see ὡς τὴν ὥραν ἐν τῷ ἔργῳ οἱ ἐργάται Sow, and it would 

be extravagant to speak as though only one workman in 
ten did so. 

τι 

20. 20 Agreeing with Schneider that ἐπιμελεῖσθαι has no 
business to be mentioned here, I should suggest that τὸ δὲ 
δὴ καλῶς ἐργάζεσθαι ἢ κακῶς, τοῦτο δὴ κιτιλ. may be the right 
reading. ἐπιμελεῖσθαι was perhaps added by some one who 
failed to see that κακῶς went with ἐργάζεσθαι. 

Ibid. ὅταν, σκαπτόντων iva ὕλης καθαραὶ ai ἄμπελοι γένωνται, 
οὕτω σκάπτωσιν (σκαλλόντων and σκάλλωσιν Hartman) ὥστε 

’ὔ Ν / Ν MA / “ Ψ 3 3 Ν Ἃ 
πλείω καὶ καλλίω τὴν ὕλην γίγνεσθαι, πῶς οὕτως οὐκ ἀργὸν ἂν 

’ Ψ 
φησαις εἰναι ; 

Surely καλλίω should be κακίω. The fineness of the 
weeds is hardly a thing to dwell on. So De Vectigalibus 

4. 36 the κάκιον of Stephanus has been universally adopted 
_ for the κάλλιον of the MSS. It also seems natural to 
- suppose that οὕτως ἀργόν should be τούτους ἀργούς. 

20. 23 Perhaps by a contrary error to that twice pointed 
out above (16. 12 and 20. 16) ἔχει χῶρος πάμφορος γιγνό- 
μενος has been written here for ἔχειν χῶρον πάμφορον 
γιγνόμενον. The words seem wanted to finish off the 
father’s statement of the case. 
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21.5 αἰσχυνομένους τε ἔχουσιν αἰσχρόν τι ποιεῖν καὶ πεί- 
> , / > Ν 3 tA “ ,ὔ 

θεσθαι οἰομένους βέλτιον εἶναι καὶ ἀγαλλομένους τῷ πείθεσθαι 
/ na 

ἕνα ἕκαστον καὶ σύμπαντας, πονεῖν ὅταν δεήσῃ, οὐκ ἀθύμως 
πονοῦντας. 

(1) ἔχουσιν after παρέχουσιν in the preceding sentence 
seems sufficiently defended by the precisely similar use of 
the two words in Ages. 6. 4. 5. Cf. too Hiero 11. 12 
ἑκόντας τοὺς (?) πειθομένους ἔχοις ἄν. (2) If we do not insert 
a καί before πονεῖν, or before ἕνα (ἕνα τε 7), we must at least 
take ἀγαλλομένους τῷ πείθεσθαι as subordinate to πονοῦντας. 
ἕνα ἕκαστον and σύμπαντας must not be separated. 



Il.—THE SYMPOSIUM 

MEHLER’s edition (Leyden 1850) is a work of excellent 
scholarship, to which Sauppe and Dindorf have not paid 
enough attention. The remarks of Cobet, to which I refer 
occasionally, are in the Novae Lectiones. Marchant’s text 
of the Symposium may now be consulted. Itis a pity that 
the dialogue is not more generally known, and a new com- 
‘mentary would be worth writing. 

1. 7 οἱ οὖν ἀμφὶ τὸν Σωκράτην πρῶτον μὲν ὥσπερ εἰκὸς ἢν 
ἐπαινοῦντες τὴν κλῆσιν οὐχ ὑπισχνοῦντο συνδειπνήσειν" ὡς δὲ 
πάνυ ἀχθόμενος φανερὸς ἦν, εἰ μὴ ἕψοιντο, συνηκολούθησαν. 
ἔπειτα δὲ αὐτῷ οἱ μὲν γυμνασάμενοι καὶ χρισάμενοι, οἱ δὲ 

καὶ λουσάμενοι παρῆλθον. 

Who are the subject οὗ παρῆλθον Not Socrates and 
his companions ; for they accompanied Callias at once and 
had no time to prepare themselves. But, if other guests 
are meant, as seems clear, Xenophon must have Specified 
them by some such words as ἔπειτα δὲ αὐτῷ « καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι: 
ot μὲν κιτιλ., for without this addition the subject of παρ- 
ἦλθον must ‘be the subject of συνηκολούθησαν. But more 
may be missing, as is also probably the case before 8. 42. 
Xenophon himself is to be understood as being one of 
these unnamed guests, for the words in § 1, οἷς δὴ παραγενό- 

μενος ταῦτα γιγνώσκω δηλῶσαι βούλομαι, admit of no other 
interpretation than that he was actually present at this 
particular symposium, though he says they throughout, 
never we. Whether he was, or whether the symposium 
ever took place, is another question. 

Mehler questions the use of παρῆλθον and proposes 
παρῆσαν. ‘The use is certainly doubtful and παρῆσαν would 
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be idiomatic, but I should prefer προσῆλθον as nearer the 
MSS. Παρά and πρός are known to be sometimes confused. 
So perhaps in 4. 45 zap’ αὐτοῦ should be changed with 
Mehler to πρὸς αὐτόν. 

1. 10 τά τε ὄμματα φιλοφρονεστέρως ἔ ἔχουσι καὶ τὴν φωνὴν 
πρᾳοτέραν ποιοῦνται καὶ τὰ σχήματα εἰς τὸ ἐλευθεριώτατον 
ἄγουσιν. 

Read ἐλευθεριώτερον. There is no reason for the superla- 
tive, when the other words are in the comparative. Mehler’s 
προΐενται for ποιοῦνται had occurred to me independently 
and I believe it to be right. Cf. Diod. 3. 35. 5 μυγμοὺς 
προΐενται : 4. 7. 4 καλὴν Sen προΐεσθαι : 3. 8. 3 φωνὴν ὀξεῖαν 
προβάλλοντες.ς Lucian too has φωνὴν προΐεσθαι twice in 
Nigrinus 14 and 30. In Herod. 1. 89 Bekker’s προήσουσι 
for ποιήσουσι seems right (cf. χρήματα μέν oi προϊέντα 1b. 1. 
24), and in Lycurgus 126 προήσεσθε for ποιήσεσθε must be so. 

1, 11 The word κατάγεσθαι seems strangely used, when 
the professional jester knocks at the door and bids the 
servant say ὅστις τε εἴη καὶ διότι κατάγεσθαι βούλοιτο. Kara- 
γεσθαι is not used of a guest at an entertainment, but οὗ a 
stranger visiting a place and putting up at a particular 
house. In this sense it is used properly in 8. 39. Suidas 
s.v. ᾿Αγάθων has καταχθέντων of guests at the Symposium, 
but this is of no value for the Greek of good times. Is it 
a mistake for κατακεῖσθαι, which occurs in ὃ 14? Καλεῖσθαι 
‘to be asked in, invited’ (as in Plat. Symp. 212 p and 
213 A) or κατακλίνεσθαι is less probable. εἰσάγεσθαι would 
also be an easy emendation. 

In the next ὃ ἐπισκοπῶν τί ἐκείνῳ δόξειε τὸ σκῶμμα εἶναι 
ἢ formerly suggested ποῖόν τ. But as a matter of fact 
τίς is not seldom used in the same sense, €.g. Anab. 7. 6. 4 
ἐρωτώντων TOV Λακεδαιμονίων τίς ἀνὴρ εἴη Ἐενοφῶν: Plato 
Phaedr. 234 © τί σοι φαίνεται ὃ Adyos; Charm. 154 D τί 
σοι φαίνεται ὃ νεανίσκος ; [lad 24. 197 τί τοι φρεσὶν εἴδεται 
εἶναι; cf. Frohberger on Lys. 13. 64 and Rehdantz on 
Lycurg. 119. 

1.15 ἥπερ for 7 is not Attic, nor does it seem to occur 
elsewhere in Xenophon. Perhaps we should read 7, but 
we cannot correct Xenophon as we should Isocrates. 
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2.3 τί οὖν εἰ καὶ μύρον tis ἡμῖν ἐνέγκαι, ἵνα Kal εὐωδίᾳ 
ἑστιώμεθα; Read perhaps ἑστιῴμεθα. See Goodwin M ἡ 
180 (a) and (0), 

2.4 Οὐκοῦν νέοις μὲν ἂν εἴη Tatras ἡμᾶς δὲ... τίνος blew e a , 1) np ν : 
δεήσει ; something like πρέποντα seems needed with νέοις, 

Ibid. ὃ μὲν Θέογνις ἔφη “ ἐσθλῶν x.7.X.’ 

Read 6 μὲν Θέογνις, ἔφη, «λέγει!» “ ἐσθλῶν «.7.r.’ "Edy 
could hardly be used to introduce the quotation, and the 
context shows that we want it in the more common use, 
Two other answers of Socrates are just before accompanied 
by ἔφη. 

2. 9 ἡ γυναικεία φύσις οὐδὲν χείρων τῆς τοῦ ἀνδρὸς οὖσα 
τυγχάνει, γνώμης δὲ καὶ ἰσχύος δεῖται (προσδεῖται Cobet). 

The emendation ῥώμης for γνώμης should be accepted. 
If women are inferior in intellect as well as in bodily 
strength, how can they be called οὐδὲν χείρους There is 
not much else to be interior in, for Socrates is not thinking 

of character, ῥώμη and ἰσχύς occur together in Plato 
Symp. 190 8. 

2. 17 As the text stands, there is no construction for 
ποιεῖν. I suggest τοιούτων γυμνασίων ἐπιθυμῶ «ὥστε; ... 
ποιεῖν. 

2. 20 εἰ τοῖς ἀγορανόμοις ἀφιστῴης (ἀφισταίης Mehler and 
Cobet) ὥσπερ ἄρτους τὰ κάτω πρὸς τὰ ἄνω. 

᾿Αφισταίης (‘weigh out’) seems unmeaning in this con- 
nection. As ἀπό and πρός sometimes get confused in MSS., 
perhaps we should read προσισταίης (‘ weigh against’). 

2.25 δοκεῖ μέντοι μοι καὶ τὰ τῶν ἀνδρῶν συμπόσια ταὐτὰ 
πάσχειν ἅπερ καὶ τὰ ἐν γῇ φυόμενα. : 

Athenaeus has σώματα for συμπόσια, and many scholars 
(Cobet included) have adopted it. But we may notice (1) 
that in working out the comparison Socrates speaks of the 
mind as well as the body (καὶ τὰ σώματα καὶ αἱ γνῶμαι σφα- 
λοῦνται) : (2) that ἣν δὲ ἡμῖν οἱ παῖδες μικραῖς κύλιξι πυκνὰ 
ἐπιψακάζωσιν suggests a symposium: (3) that Athenaeus 
or a copyist might well substitute σώματα by inadvertence, 

σ 
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whereas συμπόσια is very unlikely to have been so sub- 
stituted. It is curious that in Plut. Mor. 614 p, the MSS. 
vary between σώματα and συμπόσια : there σώματα is right. 
συμπόσιον occurs within a few lines. 

2. 20 οὕτως οὐ βιαζόμενοι ὑπὸ Tod οἴνου μεθύειν ἀλλ᾽ ἀναπει- 
θόμενοι πρὸς τὸ παιγνιωδέστερον ἀφιξόμεθα. 

Μεθύειν is clearly wrong as it stands, for Socrates does 
not propose to get drunk either by the gentle persuasion 
of small cups or by the rapid compulsion of large ones. 
Yet Cobet seems wrong in wishing to omit the word 
altogether. Schneider suggests that a verb in the future, 
which governed it and answered to ἀφιξόμεθα, has been 
omitted. Why not read «πρὸς or ἐπὶ rO>peOvev? CE. 
4, 37 ἄχρι τοῦ μὴ πεινῆν ἀφικέσθαι. The ὑπὸ τοῦ might 
cause the omission of the πρὸς τό. 

3. 1 The old emendation of εὐφροσύνην (a favourite 
Xenophontean word and often contrasted with λύπη) for 
ἀφροδίτην, which is both unseemly and unsuitable, seems to 
me certain. In 2. 24, to which Charmides is referring, 
φιλοφροσύνη is the word used, unless it is a mistake for 
εὐφροσύνη. Liddell and Scott give no other example of 
φιλοφροσύνη in this sense. 

4.19 Νὴ Δί, ἔφη ὃ Κριτόβουλος, ἢ πάντων Σειληνῶν τῶν ἐν 
τοῖς σατυρικοῖς αἴσχιστος ἂν εἴην. 

Have we not here again the common phenomenon of 
superlative and comparative confused? Read αἰσχίων, 
for Critobulus is not speaking of possibly becoming a stage 
Silenus. Athenaeus 188 D actually quotes this passage 
with the comparative, τὸν Σωκράτη σκώπτει, πολὺ τῶν 
Σειληνῶν αἰσχίονα λέγων εἶναι. Cf. on 6. 9. 

4. 28 ᾿Αλλ’ ἐγώ, ὦ Σώκρατες, οὐδὲ πρὸς σοῦ ποιῶ τὸ περιιδεῖν 
Κριτόβουλον οὕτως ὑπὸ τοῦ ἔρωτος ἐκπλαγέντα. 

Ποιῶ ‘I consider’ is doubtful, nor is Mehler’s ποιοῦμαι 
very plausible. Ποιεῖσθαί τι μέγα, οὐκ ἀνασχετόν, συμφοράν, 
etc., all mean more than pure thinking. They have a notion 
of ‘treating’ a thing as so and so, making it so and 80. 
Neither ποιεῖν nor ποιεῖσθαι is a mere synonym for νομίζω. 
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It is not easy however to find another word, unless it was 
δοκῶ, which occurs in the very next sentence in the same 
personal use (δοκεῖς γάρ. . . οὕτω διατεθῆναι αὐτόν), perhaps 
as an echo of this. In Isocr. Hp. 6. 6 the inferior MSS. 
have δοκοῦσι, though the ποιοῦσι of the Urbinas is clearly 
right. But the Republic has four times over a remarkable 
use of the passive ποιούμενος apparently in the sense of 
considered, regarded, which supports ποιῶ here. See 498 a, 
538 ο, 573 a, 574 v. 

4, 37 ὅμοια γάρ μοι δοκοῦσι πάσχειν ὥσπερ εἴ τις πολλὰ 
ΝΜ Ἀ Ν 3 ’ / > 4 δ΄ οὐδ Ν Ψ ἔχων καὶ πολλὰ ἐσθίων μηδέποτε ἐμπίμπλαιτο. ἐγὼ δὲ οὕτω 

XN Ν +” ε / ae. ας pe oN δ΄ ἃ Ψ Ν μὲν πολλὰ ἔχω ὡς μόλις αὐτὰ ἐγὼ αὐτὸς εὑρίσκω: ὅμως δὲ 
περίεστί μοι κ-τ.λ. 

Πολλὰ ἔχων has been much questioned and πολλὰ πίνων, 
or the omission of the words, proposed. I concur in think- 
ing them wrong, but οὕτω μὲν πολλὰ ἔχω seems to me still 
more so. Antisthenes is contrasting his own scanty 
resources, which yet satisfy him, with the affluence of rich 
men who are never satisfied. There would be no point in 
making him use the word πολλά ironically, but, taken 
literally, it gives exactly the wrong meaning. I think 

ὀλίγα, or some similar word, must have been accidentally 
changed to πολλά from the occurrence of πολλά close by. 
On this cause of corruption compare what is said by Blass 
in the preface to his text of Isocrates, ‘Peccant optimi codices 
vel maxime eo, quod oculo librarii ad proxima aberrante 

_ vel male addunt quaedam vel ad aliorum similitudinem 
-corrumpunt,’ and the instructive examples he gives from 
the Urbinas as well as from inferior MSS. See also 
Vahlen on Aristotle’s Poetics 1460b 15. πολλὰ ἔχων also 
seems due to a similar cause, the occurrence of πολλὰ 
ἔχω immediately afterwards: no doubt πολλὰ πίνων is to 
be read. 

4,38 ἔργον μέ γ᾽ ἐστὶ καὶ ἀνεγεῖραι. 

The enclitic με before γε is surely a solecism, though both 
Dindorf and Sauppe give it. Read either ἔργον μ᾽ ἐστί 
with Heindorf or ἔργον γέ μ᾽ ἐστί. So in 25 δοκεῖ μοί ye 
seems doubtful. 

C2 
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4. 45 ὃ δὲ Καλλίας, νὴ τὴν Ἥραν, ἔφη, τά τε ἄλλα ζηλῶ σε 
(1.6. Antisthenes) τοῦ πλούτου καὶ ὅτι κιτιλ. ᾿Αλλὰ μὰ Δί, 

ἔφη ὃ Νικήρατος, μὴ ζήλου: ἐγὼ. γὰρ. ἥξω παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ δανεισό- 
μενος τὸ μηδενὸς προσδεῖσθαι, οὕτω πεπαιδευμένος ὑπὸ Ὁμήρου 

. ὡς πλείστου πλούτου ἐπιθυμῶν οὐ παύομαι. 

Antisthenes regum aequabat opes animis. His wealth 
consisted mainly in his wanting nothing. It would be 
quite incoherent for Niceratus to say that he would borrow — 
this frame of mind, as Homer had taught him such a taste 
for opulence that his desires were unbounded. Should this 
be thought to mean that, as he could not gratify his 
desire for wealth, he would try the other tack and, like 
Antisthenes, extirpate his desires altogether, the explanation 
is inconsistent with μὴ ζήλου, which he addresses to Callias 
and then justifies in these words We must take ἐγὼ yo 
ἥξω κιτιλ. aS an indignant question of the kind illustrated 
in the Classical Review, 15. 386. What he says is ‘ Don’t 
you have any such feeling towards him. Do you think 
that I, who love to count up my possessions and would fain 
be as wealthy as ever I can, am going to borrow his no- 
wants system ?’ 

4,49 Hermogenes combines devoutness towards the gods 
with economy: ἐπαινῶ τε yap αὐτοὺς οὐδὲν δαπανῶν, ὧν τε 
διδόασιν ἀεὶ αὖ παρέχομαι, εὐφημῶ τε ὅσα ἂν δύνωμαι κ.τ.λ. 
Mehler inserts τὶ before παρέχομαι ; but the meaning would 
be inadequately expressed and, whether H. gave some- 
thing to the gods in sacrifice or to men in charity and 
kindness, it would hardly be consistent with οὐδὲν δαπανῶν. 
The point of the passage evidently is that his devoutness 
costs him nothing at all. Socrates’ rejoinder points to the 
same thing. Perhaps Xenophon wrote something like 
<xdpw> or « εὐχαριστίαν Σ- παρέχομαι. Cf. εὐσέβειαν παρέ- 
χεσθαι in Plato Symp. 193 vp, and προθυμίαν π. Xen. 
Cyn. 2. 1. 

4.63 ὥστε διὰ τοὺς σοὺς λόγους ἐρῶντες ἐκυνοδρομοῦμεν 
ἀλλήλους ζητοῦντες. 

Mehler omits ἐρῶντες. It might be better to omit 
ζητοῦντες, which seems a gloss on ἐκυνοδρομοῦμεν and is very 
weak when added to it. 
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5. 6 εἴπερ ye τοῦ ὀσφραίνεσθαι ἕνεκεν ἐποίησαν ἡμῖν ῥῖνας 
οἱ θεοί. 

Perhaps ποῦ ἐποίησαν but ἐνεποίησαν was the word. 
Cf. Mem. 1. 4. 11 ὄψιν καὶ ἀκοὴν καὶ στόμα ἐνεποίησαν : ib. 6 
γλῶττα... ἐνειργάσθη : 1b. 5 fives προσετέθησαν. The εν 
has been lost after the last letters οὗ ἕνεκεν. But notice 
πεποίηται in 7. 

5. 10 ἐπεὶ δὲ ἐξέπεσον αἱ ψῆφοι καὶ ἐγένοντο πᾶσαι σὺν 
Κριτοβούλῳ. 

Πᾶσαι must be used humorously, for it is clear that the 
boy and girl, not the guests, are the judges. Cf. 4. 18-20 
and the banter about kisses here (5. 9: 6. 1). 

6.9 ᾿Αλλ’ εἴπερ γέ τοι τοῖς πᾶσι καλοῖς καὶ τοῖς βελτίστοις 
εἰκάζω αὐτόν, ἐπαινοῦντι μᾶλλον ἢ λοιδορουμένῳ δικαίως ἂν 
εἰκάζοι μέ τις. Καὶ νῦν σύγε λοιδορουμένῳ ἔοικας, εἰ πάντ᾽ 
αὐτοῦ βελτίω φῃς εἶναι. ᾿Αλλὰ βούλει πονηροτέροις εἰκάζω 

αὐτόν; Μηδὲ πονηροτέροις. 

The first sentence here has given considerable trouble, 
and perhaps we cannot hope to get it exactly right. 
BeAriw in Antisthenes’ rejoinder and the πονηροτέροις 
following seem to show that βελτίστοις must be a mistake 

for βελτίοσιν. If we substitute this, perhaps leaving out 
the articles, we shall get what must have been the sense of 
the passage, εἴπερ γέ τοι πᾶσι καλοῖς καὶ βελτίοσιν εἰκάζω 
αὐτόν, ‘if all my comparisons are flattering.’ Jacobs may 
have been right in suggesting τούτοις, referring to the ἄλλα 
πολλά before mentioned, in place of ro tots; but this 
would still leave the second τοῖς unexplained. For the 
change to βελτίοσιν cf. on 4. 19 above. Eixdé{w should 
perhaps be εἰκάσω, as the εἰκασία apparently consists in 
words not yet uttered rather than in a fancy already 
conceived. 

7.4 ἀλλὰ γὰρ καὶ ταῦτα μὲν οὐκ εἰς ταὐτὸν τῷ οἴνῳ 
ἐπισπεύδει: εἰ δὲ ὀρχοῖντο πρὸς τὸν αὐλὸν σχήματα ἐν οἷς 
Χάριτές τε καὶ Ὧραι καὶ Νύμφαι γράφονται, κ-.τ.λ. 

It seems unlikely that both καί and μέν should stand 
with ταῦτα. Omit καί On the other hand with σχήματα 
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we seem to want some qualifying word such as τοιαῦτα or 
τινά, unless we read ἐν οἵοις. 

8. 1 *Ap’, ἔφη, ὦ ἄνδρες, εἰκὸς ἡμᾶς παρόντος δαίμονος 
μεγάλου καὶ τῷ μὲν χρόνῳ ἰσήλικος τοῖς ἀειγενέσι θεοῖς, τῇ δὲ 
μορφῇ νεωτάτου, καὶ μεγέθει πάντα ἐπέχοντος, ψυχῇ δὲ ἀνθρώπου 
ἰσουμένου (Blomfield ἱδρυμένου), Ἔρωτος, μὴ ἂν ἀμνημονῆσαι, 
ἄλλως τε καὶ ἐπειδὴ πάντες ἐσμὲν τοῦ θεοῦ τούτου θιασῶται ; 

I formerly followed other scholars in questioning ἄρ᾽... 
εἰκὸς... μὴ ἀμνημονῆσαι; under the erroneous impression 
that it would expect a negative answer. As a matter of 
fact, though that would be the much commoner case, it is 
equally possible for it to suggest an answer in the affirma- 
tive. Not only have we it so in 2. 13 above (which I also 
doubted) dp’ οὖν... κράτιστον... εἰπεῖν κιτιλ.; ‘Is it not 
best to say ?’, but cf. Cyrop. 2. 2. 18 (the same expression) 
dp’ οὖν... κράτιστον ἡμῖν ἐμβαλεῖν περὶ τούτων βουλήν ; and 
7.5.40 ἄρα... νῦν μὲν καιρὸς διαλυθῆναι; where Hug follows 
Cobet in writing ὥρα for dpa and omitting καιρός. Blaydes 
on Ar. Lysistr. 387 and 648 quotes many passages like 
these, where dpa clearly looks for an affirmative reply, 6.6. 
Birds 797 : Soph. O.C. 158 and 780: Lysias 31.25. There 
is therefore no reason to alter the words here. 

"Av before ἀμνημονῆσαι is usually bracketed and certainly 
is not right. Eixds ἐστι with an infinitive has two senses: 
(1) ‘it is likely,’ (2) ‘it is reasonable’ or ‘right.’ Even 
when it bears the first sense, the infinitive very seldom 
indeed has an ἄν; when it bears the second, ἄν can hardly 
be appropriate or right. In this place dv may very well be 
due to the first letters of ἀμνημονῆσαι. But it may also be 
a corruption of δή, which would be quite in place here, or 
again represent av, 1.6. αὐτοῦ. 

There is however still an error in the passage. The 
editors seem satisfied with Blomfield’s ἱδρυμένου for ἰσουμένου, 
but they have been satisfied much too easily. The 
corruption is not a very likely one, nor is ἱδρυμένος, which 
applies usually to statues, temples, &c., not to the god 
himself, a very proper word. When we look at ψυχῇ -. 
ἰσουμένου, we remember first that the dative in y (written 
nt) and the accusative in ἣν are constantly confused : then 
that an . and an εἰ are really convertible. So we get 
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ψυχήν . . . εἰσουμένου and thereupon it requires very moderate 
powers of divination to see that Xenophon wrote ψυχήν .. . 
εἰσδυομένου, Which is both more suitable in expression and 
in letters closer to the MS. tradition. 

8. 5 ὡς σαφῶς μέντοι ov, μαστροπὲ σαυτοῦ, ἀεὶ τοιαῦτα 
ποιεῖς" τότε μὲν τὸ δαιμόνιον προφασιζόμενος οὐ διαλέγει μοι, 
τότε δ᾽ ἄλλου του ἐφιέμενος. 

I do ποῦ see any occasion to follow Cobet in omitting οὐ 
διαλέγει μοι, Which he takes to be an adscript on τοιαῦτα 
ποιεῖς : rather it seems to me an almost necessary addition 
to make Antisthenes’ meaning clear. But is not τοιαῦτα 
an error for ταὐτά, which is the expression more wanted 
here? ταὐτό and ταὐτά have got corrupted several times in 
the text of the Sympostwm and have been restored by 
scholars. Thus 4. 56 τοῦτο stands for ταὐτό: 8. 15 ταῦτα 
for ταὐτά. In 2. 22 ὅτι δ᾽ ἡ παῖς εἰς τοὔπισθεν καμπτομένη 
τροχοὺς ἐμιμεῖτο, ἐκεῖνος ταῦτα εἰς τὸ ἔμπροσθεν ἐπικύπτων 
μιμεῖσθαι τροχοὺς ἐπειρᾶτο, I would read ταὐτά and omit 
μιμεῖσθαι τροχούς: In 9.7 ὅπως τούτων τύχοιεν, words which 
Mehler would omit altogether, I would in any case read 
TOV αὑτῶν. 

[The parallel of Plato Symp. 173 D det τοιοῦτος εἶ, σαυτῷ 
τε καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ἀγριαίνεις, makes it likely perhaps that the 
text of 8. 5 is correct. | 

8.13 ὅτι μὲν γὰρ δὴ ἄνευ φιλίας συνουσία οὐδεμία ἀξιόλογος, 
πάντες ἐπιστάμεθα" φιλεῖν γε μὴν τῶν μὲν τὸ ἦθος ἀγαμένων 
ἀνάγκη ἡδεῖα καὶ ἐθελουσία καλεῖται: τῶν δὲ τοῦ σώματος 
ἐπιθυμούντων πολλοὶ μὲν τοὺς τρόπους μέμφονται καὶ μισοῦσι 
τῶν ἐρωμένων κ.τ.λ. 

Valckenaer and Cobet would read φιλία for φιλεῖν, but the 
sense of the sentence seems unsatisfactory. If one person 
is attracted to another by admiration of his character, by 
whom is this called a pleasant voluntary compulsion ? 
Surely it cannot be meant that this is the way in which 
other people, the world in general, describe it. Rather it 
is the way in which the man himself, who yields with 
pleasure to the attraction and lets himself go, would speak 
of it. So he is distinguished from the men next mentioned, 
who hate the very person that attracts them (the constantly 
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misunderstood odi et amo. of Catullus) and would speak of 
the force that draws them as the very opposite of ἡδεῖα and 
ἐθελουσία. These feelings and these expressions belong to 
ot ἐρῶντες themselves, not to indifferent spectators. Read 
therefore φιλεῖν ye μὴν « ὑπὸ: or «πρὸς: τῶν μὲν τὸ ἦθος 
ἀγαμένων ... καλεῖται. There is no need for ὑπὸ μὲν τῶν. 

8. 16 Mehler’s θάλλοντα for θάλλουσα, an emendation 
which had occurred to me before I was able to consult his 
edition of the dialogue, seems clearly right and removes all 
difficulty, though Sauppe in his Appendicula of critical 
notes does not even mention it. 

8.17 πρὸς δὲ τούτοις πιστεύοι μήτ᾽ ἂν παρά τι ποιήσῃ μήτ᾽ 
ἂν καμὼν ἀμορφότερος γένηται μειωθῆναι ἂν τὴν φιλίαν. 

For παρά τι ποιήσῃ, Which has no meaning, παρακμάσῃ or 
παρηβήσῃ has been proposed ; but what in the course of 
nature is certain to come ought not to be put as a merely 
possible contingency side by side with the loss of good looks 
through illness. In the passage that follows, describing a 
constant affection, we have the reference to illness repeated 
(ἣν δὲ κάμῃ ὁπότερος οὖν, πολὺ συνεχεστέραν τὴν συνουσίαν 
ἔχειν), but nothing about the time when a man is no longer 
young. We have however another possible contingency 
mentioned there, which sometimes tries affection and 
fidelity, συνάχθεσθαι δὲ jv τι σφάλμα προσπίπτῃ, and it 
seems not unreasonable to think that something may have 
been said here too about possible misfortunes. The 
slightest change to give that meaning would be ἂν παρά 
τι πονήσῃ; ‘if for any reason he is in trouble,’ and πονεῖν is 
certainly confused with ποιεῖν elsewhere. 

[1 should now prefer Sauppe’s posthumous emendation, ἂν 
ἄρα τι wraicn. | 

8. 35 καὶ μετὰ ἕένων κἂν μὴ ἐν τῇ αὐτῇ πόλει (τάξει Dobree, 
Cobet) ταχθῶσι τῷ ἐραστῇ. Read κἂν μετὰ ἕένων καὶ μή. 
Perhaps πόλει is an injudicious adscript. (So Marchant 
following Lange.) Cf. τῆς πρώτης τεταγμένος Lys, 16, 15 and 
τῆς ὑστέρας τεταγμένος in Plato Critias 108 o. 

. 8, 39 Read vopous... ἔθηκεν for κατέθηκεν. Of. on 
Oecon, 2. 18. 
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8. 40 ὡς μὲν οὖν σοι ἡ πόλις Tax ἂν ἐπιτρέψειεν αὑτήν, εἰ 
βούλει, εὖ ἴσθι. 

Should ποῦ βούλει be βούλοιο In Oecon. ὃ. 10 I have 
suggested the change of βούλοιο and δέοιο to βούλει and 
δέει. 

Ibid. ἱερεὺς θεῶν τῶν ἀπ᾿ Ἔϊ Ρεχθέως, οἱ καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν βάρβαρον π᾿ - PEX PROP 
σὺν laxxyw ἐστράτευσαν. 

As Demeter and Persephone are meant, οἵ should be αἵ, 

8. 41. The transition in 42 is so abrupt that something 
seems to have been lost. 

9.5 ὁρῶντες ὄντως καλὸν μὲν τὸν Διόνυσον, ὡραίαν δὲ τὴν 
᾿Αριάδνην, οὐ σκώπτοντας δὲ ἀλλ᾽’ ἀληθινῶς τοῖς στόμασι 
φιλοῦντας. 

_ The sense needed for σκώπτοντας here is pretending, but 
can the word mean that? It has two well established 
‘senses closely akin to one another : one of jeering at, making 
: en of, someone, and the other of joking absolutely as a 
‘yerb neuter. The sense of pretending is very distinct, and 
‘no passage is cited in which σκώπτειν can be seen to have 
it. Aristoph. Peace 173 οἴμοι ds δέδοικα κοὐκέτι σκώπτων 
λέγω may at first sight seem such a passage. 1 am not 
feigning fear now ; but on examination, we see it may well 
‘be, I am not joking now, referring to the various 
pleasantries of 150-172. I do not know any other 
‘passage where there is even an appearance of the required 
Meaning. In a one-line fragment of the Χείρωνες of 
Cratinus, σκῆψιν μὲν Χείρωνες ἐλήλυμεν, ὡς ὑποθήκας, it is 
just possible that σκῆψιν means im pretence, but a comic 
chorus does not usually say ‘we are pretending to be’ 
clouds, birds, or whatever it is, and nothing can be built 
on this isolated and imperfect sentence. At the same 
time, in English at any rate, the senses of play= 
amusement and play=~pretence, playing a part, ‘playing 
at kissing,’ are connected, and Hamlet’s use of the word 
jest (‘they do but jest, poison in jest’) is a close parallel. 
I formerly suggested ἀπατῶντας or ἐξαπατῶντας as the 
original reading. Cf. the reading of one MS. σκορπίζοντες 
for ἐκπορίζοντες in Plat. Rep. 460 p (Class. Rev. 16. 99). 



11... ΤῊΝ HIERO 

ἩΟΙΡΕΝΒ edition of the Hiero (1883) is careful and 
serviceable like his edition of the Oeconomicus. I have 
not seen anything of later date, except Hartman’s Analecta. 

1. 1 καὶ ποῖα ταῦτ᾽ ἐστίν, ἔφη 6 Ἱέρων, ὁποῖα δὴ ἐγὼ βέλτιον 
ἂν εἰδείην σοῦ οὕτως ὄντος σοφοῦ ἀνδρός ; 

So the MSS. of this dialogue, while Stobaeus has ὁποῖα 
ἐγώ. Cobet reads ézot’ ἂν ἐγὼ βέλτιον εἰδείην, proceeding on 
the common confusion of ἄν and δή. But ὁποῖα after ποῖα 
seems awkward and I suggest doubtfully ποῖα ταῦτ᾽ ἐστίν ; 
ἔφη ὃ ο Ἱέρων: ποῖα δὴ ἐ ἐγὼ βέλτιον ἃ av εἰδείην κιτιλ.; A ΟΟΥΤῸΡ- 

tion of ποῖα to ὅποῖα may seem unlikely, but ὁποῦ appears — 
for ποίαν in Eur. Bacch. 663. 

1. 4 We need a participle to govern τὰ ἀφροδίσια, unless 
indeed we should read τοῖς κι ροδισϊοίε and the context shows — 
that its general meaning must be not ‘doing’ but ‘enjoying’ 
or ‘ feeling.’ It was therefore some such word as aicOavo-_ 
μένους. It seems to have been lost before Stobaeus quoted — 
the passage. "ἢ 

1. 8 Perhaps διαφέρει is interrogative. 

1. 13 ὀλίγα τε τῶν πολλῶν καὶ ταῦτα τοιᾶυτα ὄντα κ.τ.λ. 

τε is hardly compatible with καὶ ταῦτα. Read γε. 

1. 27 πρῶτον μὲν yap γάμος ὃ μὲν ἐκ μειζόνων... κάλλιστος 
δοκεῖ εἶναι. .. δεύτερον δ᾽ ὁ ἐκ τῶν ὁμοίων" ὃ δ᾽ ἐκ τῶν φαυλο- 
τέρων πάνυ ἄτιμός τε καὶ ἄχρηστος νομίζεται. 

δεύτερον should be δεύτερος. The word does not really 
correspond to. πρῶτον μέν, aS some copyist fancied, but 
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to κάλλιστος and πάνυ ἄτιμος. If we read δεύτερον, we have 
no predicate. 

1. 28 τῷ τοίνυν τυράννῳ, ἂν μὴ ἕένην γήμῃ, ἀνάγκη ἐκ 
μειόνων γαμεῖν. 

Read γαμῇ for γήμῃ, for there is no sense in saying 
‘unless he has married a foreign woman.’ It is perhaps 
not sufficiently understood that an aorist subjunctive 
following a temporal or conditional conjunction or a relative 
pronoun (ὃς ἂν yyy, etc.) invariably has this sense of an 
action completed. Goodwin (M.7. ὃ 90) hardly states the 
rule strongly enough, and among other things his readers 
might suppose that it held good with ἐπειδάν, but not with 
ὅταν. I believe there is no word or case of any kind 
to which it does not apply. The obvious sense here is 
‘he must marry beneath him, unless he marries a foreigner,’ 
and this requires yay. For a like reason it is plain that 
in Plat. Phaedr. 256 & ὁμοπτέρους ἔρωτος χάριν ὅταν γένωνται 
γίγνεσθαι we should read ὅταν γίγνωνται. 

1. 38 ἣ μάλιστ᾽ ἂν δύνωνται should possibly be 7 ἂν 
μάλιστα δύνωντα. “Av cannot in an ordinary way be 
separated from its relative by anything but a small parti- 
cle, 6.0. μέν or γάρ. [But see note on p. 118.] 

2. 3 ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν πλῆθος τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ὦ Σιμωνίδη, ἐξαπα- 
aca ὑπὸ τῆς τυραννίδος οὐδέν τι θαυμάζω: μάλα γὰρ ὁ ὄχλος 
μοι δοκεῖ δοξάζειν ὁρῶν καὶ εὐδαίμονάς τινας εἶναι καὶ ἀθλίους. 

Read τὸ μὲν «τὸ; πλῆθος. So in 5 τὸ μὲν οὖν τὸ πλῆθος 
περὶ τούτου λεληθέναι... οὐ θαυμάζω : and cf. 8.1. Both 
articles are needed. There is an error here in the use 
of μάλα, which it is not difficult to correct. As the Greek 

stands, it must (I think) be joined either with δοκεῖ or 
δοξάζειν, not with εὐδαίμονας... καὶ ἀθλίους. μάλα is but 
‘seldom joined to a verb, as comparatively few verbs 
contain a suitable idea, and is not always really joined to it 
even when it stands next to it. Thus in Cyrop. 6. 1. 36, 
Kal μάλα δοκοῦντας φρονίμους εἶναι, Liddell and Scott are 
wrong in joining μάλα with δοκοῦντας : it goes with φρονίμους. 
para, πάνυ, etc. are constantly separated from the words 
they qualify. But here it would be difficult to attach it to 
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the adjectives. With δοκεῖ or δοξάζειν a μάλα might be 
joined, but it makes here very indifferent sense. The 
strength of the belief is nothing to the point. I conjecture 
that some such adverb as εὐήθως should be inserted in the 
sentence, probably, but not necessarily, after μάλα yap. 
That will restore meaning to the words. Hiero says ‘I am 
not surprised at the mass of men being imposed upon by 
tyranny, for the common people seem to me to judge of 
men’s condition very foolishly by externals only’ (δρῶν). 
Cf. Plato Rep. 577 A μὴ καθάπέρ παῖς ἔξωθεν ὁρῶν ἐκπλήττεται 
ὑπὸ τῆς τῶν τυραννικῶν προστάσεως. 

In the fifth §, where he goes on, ‘what does surprise me 
is that the same mistake should be made by men like 
yourself, who are supposed to use your judgments and not 
merely your eyes’ (ὑμᾶς... of διὰ τῆς γνώμης θεᾶσθαι δοκεῖτε 
κάλλιον ἢ διὰ τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν τὰ πράγματα), for κάλλιον read 
μᾶλλον. The point is not that they see better with their 
judgments than with their eyes. 

2.7 εἰ ἡ μὲν εἰρήνη δοκεῖ μέγα ἀγαθόν... .; ταύτης ἐλάχιστον 
τοῖς τυράννοις μέτεστιν ὃ δὲ πόλεμος μέγα κακόν, τούτου 
πλεῖστον μέρος οἱ τύραννοι μετέχουσιν. Cobet εἰ δὲ πόλεμος 
with Stobaeus. Perhaps ὃ δὲ πόλεμος εἰ μέγα κακόν. I 
suspect the first words are not right either, but should 
run either εἰ μὲν ἡ εἰρήνη or ἡ μὲν εἰρήνη εἰς. If Cobet is — 
right, then read εἰ μὲν εἰρήνη, omitting 7. 

2.12 καὶ πόλεμοι μὲν δή εἰσιν οὕς τε at πόλεις πολεμοῦσι 
Kat ods οἱ τύραννοι πρὸς τοὺς βεβιασμένους: τούτων δὴ τῶν 
πολέμων ὅσα μὲν ἔχει χαλεπὰ ὃ ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι, ταῦτα καὶ 
ὁ τύραννος exe’... ἃ δὲ ἔχουσιν ἡδέα οἱ ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι πρὸς 
τὰς πόλεις, ταῦτα οὐκέτι ἔχουσιν οἱ τύραννοι. 

Holden with others understands 6 and οἱ ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι 
to be men, citizens, But even οἱ ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι would be 
odd here in that sense, and 6 ἐντιπ. is surely impossible. 
Moreover on this interpretation τούτων τῶν πολέμων has 
no construction whatever. We must therefore understand 
ὃ and οἱ é.7.7. to be wars between free states. But then 
why are ὃ τύραννος and of τύραννοι put in antithesis to 
them? That of course is the reason for taking them to be 
men, contrasted with the tyrants. Perhaps the solution is 
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that we should read 6 τυραννικός and οἱ τυραννικοί, tyrants’ 
wars, that is, war carried on by tyrants against their own 
people (πρὸς τοὺς βεβιασμένους). Cf. Cic. de imp. Cn. Pomp. 

117. 50 bellum γεφύρι, and for the correction cf. below on 
Hell. 6. 2. 89. χαλεπά, ἡδέα ἔχειν is perhaps more 
| properly said of a thing than of a man. 

_ 2.15 The second τοὺς πολεμίους should be omitted. 

"2. 18. Instead of adding ἕνεκα to τούτου θαρρεῖ we might 
‘read τούτῳ. 

4, ὃ πολῖται yap δορυφοροῦσι κ.τ.λ. 

_ Read «οἱ; πολῖται with Stobaeus. of has been absorbed 
in the last letters of ἄξιαι preceding. 
Ὁ . 
4.8 ἀλλὰ μέντοι καὶ πένητας ὄψει οὐχ οὕτως ὀλίγους τῶν 
ἰδιωτῶν ὡς πολλοὺς τῶν τυράννων... τῷ οὖν τυράννῳ τὰ πολλα- 

᾿πλάσια ἧττον ἱκανά ἐστιν εἰς τὰ ἀναγκαῖα δαπανήματα ἢ τῷ 

᾿ἰδιώτῃ, 
_ Both these sentences seem to me imperfect. The first as 
it stands is ‘you will not find so few private persons in 
poverty as you will find many tyrants,’ and of this it is 
hard to see what meaning can be made. It is certainly 
unlike Xenophon’s usual simplicity. Should we not read 
something like οὕτως «ῥᾳδίως; or οὕτως «ἀληθῶς; 
Perhaps οὕτως <évrws>. ‘It would be harder to find real 
poverty in a few private people than in many tyrants.’ 
In the second sentence grammar requires τὰ πολλαπλάσια 
to go with τῷ ἰδιώτῃ as much as with τῷ τυράννῳ, but this 
/is Nonsense ; τὰ π. is the tyrant’s wealth, which is many 
times the common man’s. In other words something is 

lost denoting the latter’s property, whatever it amounts to, 
3.6. ἢ τῷ ἰδιώτῃ «τὰ ὑπάρχοντα;». 

4. 1] οἱ τύραννοι τοίνυν ἀναγκάζονται πλεῖστα συλᾶν ἀδίκως 
χ an 

«αὶ ἱερὰ καὶ ἀνθρώπους διὰ τὸ ... προσδεῖσθαι χρημάτων. 

Read «τὰ; πλεῖστα. τά has been absorbed like οἱ in 
ει 3. At least this seems to me more probable than that 
τλεῖστα «agrees with fcpd. τὰ πλεῖστα as in Oecon. 
Belo: 16. 7. 
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6. 10 ὥστε περὶ ἑαυτῶν φοβοῦνται καὶ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν. 

Probably «καὶ; ὑπὲρ ἑαυτῶν. 

6. 16 καὶ τἄλλα γε κτήματα, ὅσα χαλεπὰ μὲν χρήσιμα δ᾽ 
> ’ὔ ε ’, Ψ a Ν Ν ’ὔ a Q 

ἐστίν, ὁμοίως ἅπαντα λυπεῖ μὲν τοὺς κεκτημένους, λυπεῖ δὲ 
/ ἀπαλλαττομένους. 

There is evidently something faulty in the last words, 
but Cobet’s change of ἀπαλλαττομένους to ἀπαλλαττόμενα 
(N. L. 305) seems hardly an improvement, leaving as it 
does a very unsymmetrical sentence. Perhaps the illus- 
tration Hiero has just given may help us to see what we 
want. He has taken his illustration from a horse—ei 
ἀγαθὸς μὲν εἴη, φοβερὸς δὲ μὴ ἀνήκεστόν τι ποιήσῃ, χαλεπῶς — 
μὲν ἄν τις αὐτὸν ἀποκτείνειε (ἀποκτείναι MSS.) διὰ τὴν ἀρετήν, 
χαλεπῶς δὲ ζῶντι χρῷτο, εὐλαβούμενος μή τι ἀνήκεστον ἐν τοῖς 
κινδύνοις ἐργάσηται. His owner, that is to say, would not 
like to kill him and would not like to use him. Then, 
generalising the matter, Hiero goes on: καὶ τἄλλα ye 
κτήματα... ὁμοίως ἅπαντα λυπεῖ μὲν «χρωμένους τοὺς 
κεκτημένους, λυπεῖ δὲ ἀπαλλαττομένους. The turn is like 
that of Lucan ix. 200 cuvit swmpta ducem, vit dimssa 
potestas. The same meaning might be got, but I think 
less well, by simply omitting τούς : cf. Oecon. 1. 11. 

7. 9 I would read of τοιοῦτοι for of αὐτοὶ οὗτοι, and 
probably (with Schafer) © for of before ἀν. 

7. 11 οὔτε ἄλλος μὲν δὴ οὐδεὶς πώποτε ἑκὼν εἶναι τυραννίδος 
ἀφεῖτο, ὅσπερ ἅπαξ ἐκτήσατο. 

ὅσπερ is quite out of place here. Read ὅστις. 

8.5 ἀλλ᾽ ἔμοιγε δοκεῖ καὶ ἐκ θεῶν τιμή Tis καὶ χάρις 
, 3 \ Ν Ν 9 / ἊΝ 

συμπαρέπεσθαι ἀνδρὶ ἄρχοντι: μὴ γὰρ ὅτι καλλίονα ποιεῖ ἄνδρα, 
3 Ν ον oN A 7 , , ΟΣ » A 9 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸν αὐτὸν τοῦτον καλλίω θεώμεθά τε ὅταν ἄρχῃ ἢ ὅταν 
ἰδιωτεύῃ, κ-τ.λ. 

The sense here is imperfectly expressed, unless we read 
καλλίονα ποιεῖ ἄνδρα « ἀνδρός», or something similar. 

9. 7 ἐπιδοίη should be ἐπιδιδοίη. All the parallel verbs 
are presents. 

11. 7 ἀλλ᾽ ἐγώ σοί φημι, ὦ Ἱέρων, πρὸς ἄλλους προστάτας 
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; / \ 3. ,f > e 2 Ν 3 , ἈΝ , ᾿πόλεων τὸν ἀγῶνα εἶναι, ὧν ἐὰν σὺ εὐδαιμονεστάτην τὴν πόλιν 
Τῆς προστατεύεις παρέχῃς, εὖ ἔσει νικῶν καλλίστῳ καὶ τὰ a 
ἢ “ττο τῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις ἀγωνίσματι. 

| For εὖ ἔσει Canter’s εὖ ἴσθι is often adopted. Cobet 
however condemns the alteration, saying ‘requiritur in 
japodosi futurum et ἔσει sanum est ; ev videtur ex lacuna 
euperesse pro εὐδαίμων ἔσει, εὐκλεέστατος ἔσει aut simile 

Ἰαυ!α᾿ (sic). I think both ἔσει and ἴσθι are probably right 
Jand would read εὖ ἔσθι ἔσει ὃ νικῶν or ἔσει, εὖ ἴσθι, 6 νικῶν. 
WThe future is certainly necessary (cf. Ages. 9. 7) and 
}Canter should at least have read εὖ ἴσθι, νικήσων. εὖ ἴσθι 
Joccurs in the last sentence of the book: κἂν ταῦτα πάντα 
ποιῇς, εὖ ἴσθι, πάντων τῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις κάλλιστον Kal μακαριώ- 
“τατον κτῆμα κεκτήσει, Where the words favour, I think, my 

eading here. Cf. also 7. 10. ἔσει νικῶν seems a doubtful 
; expression : I would read ὃ νικῶν, and make the construc- 
tion dv... ἔσει ὁ νικῶν. Cf. Apol. Socr. 29 ὁπότερος ἡμῶν 
καὶ συμφορώτερα καὶ καλλίω εἰς τὸν del χρόνον διαπέπρακται, 
ὃ ros ἐστι (ἔσται ἴ) καὶ ὃ νικῶν. 

ll. 12 οὐ συμμάχους μόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ προμάχους καὶ προθύ- 
μους ὁρῴης ἄν. Read καὶ «τούτους: προθύμους. The 

‘jad ljective προθύμους cannot be coupled with the substantive 
προμάχους. Of course the first καί is not parallel to the 
jsecond, but looks back to οὐ μόνον. The point of καὶ 

| Beosrovs> προθύμους is given in 6. 11. MHeindorf and 
Cobet omit the second καί, and possibly that is better than 

jJadding τούτους. At the beginning of the ὃ in ἑκόντας δὲ 
Jrovs πειθομένους ἔχοις ἄν Omit τούς. 
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ΤῊΝ best text is now that of Cerocchi (Weidmann, 
1901). 

1. 3 ἐπιμελητέον δ᾽ ὅπως εὔχρηστοι Gow (ot ἵπποι)" οἵ 
γὰρ αὖ ἀπειθεῖς τοῖς πολεμίοις μᾶλλον ἢ τοῖς φίλοις 
συμμαχοῦσι. 

The v.l. εὐπειθεῖς for εὔχρηστοι has much to recommend | 
it, for εὔχρηστοι is too vague a word here. Many things — 
besides docility go to make up εὐχρηστία or serviceableness. — 
Perhaps however we might adopt εὔπειστοι, which © 
Xenophon uses below in 9. 3, as a sort of mean between 
the two words and as accounting better for the mistake. 

1.15 ἀνάγκη... ὑστάτους av αὐτοὺς ἔσεσθαι. 

ἄν is of course impossible. It may have arisen from ὕπθ 
first letters of αὐτούς, but after the superlative we might — 
restore δή, which exchanges with ἄν. 

ote ν A. ἃ a ¢ φ a 3. 3. δεῖ yap μεταξὺ τοῖν ὦτοιν τοῦ ἵππου ἕκαστον σχεῖν 
4 

(τὸ δόρυ). 

There is no propriety in the aorist here. Read éyew. 
The two words are often confused. 

Le 

4 3 3 Ν Ν Ν ,ὕ ¢ a bs a X - θ᾽ ξ 
. ἀγαθὸν γὰρ και μελέτης ενεκα TAVTA ποίειμ, Καὶ TOV 

WA a Ν ε Ν / ε a , Ν ’ 
ἥδιον διαπερᾶν τας ὁδοὺς τ οἰκίλλοντας LUTTLKALS τ ἀξεσ bt TAS 

πορείας. 

᾿ καὶ οὕτως ἤδιον Dindorf: καὶ ἥδιον Hartman: τοῦ θ᾽ ἥδιον 
Cerocchi. The last is much the best; but why not rather 
καὶ τοῦ ἥδιον, taking τοῦ ἥδιον Seared (as Ξ presume 
Cerocchi means) to be governed by ἕνεκα ? 
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4, 12 ἔτι δὲ τῷ μὲν κρυπτὰς ἔχοντι φυλακὰς κ.τ.λ. 

Τ can see nothing in the text or in the writer’s mind to 
justify this μέν. It has come perhaps from the μέν after 
ἔξεσται. In 7. 1 there is another (ὑπάρχουσι μέν) which 
seems somewhat strange, but perhaps a meaning can be 
found for it. 

5. ὃ ὅταν τοῖς ἐναντίοις πράγματα καὶ ἀσχολίας πυν- 
θάνωνται. 

Cobet would insert οὔσας after ἀσχολίας, Madvig (Adv. 
Crit. i. p. 360) ὄντα after ὅταν. ὄντα after πράγματα would 
perhaps fall out most easily. 

5. 13 ἱππαρχικὸν δὲ καὶ τὸ λαβόντα πεζοὺς <ed> αὐτοῖς 
χρῆσθαι ἵ 

Some adverb or adverbial phrase seems indispensable. 
The writer goes on ἔστι δὲ πεζοὺς οὐ μόνον ἐν τούτοις ἀλλὰ 

καὶ ὄπισθεν ἱππέων ἀποκρύψασθαι, where there is nothing for 
τούτοις to refer to, and where accordingly ἐν ἵπποις, ἐν 

μέσοις, and ἐντός have been conjectured. Perhaps, as in 
4. 3 above and elsewhere, parts of otros and of the article 
have been confused and we should read ἐν rots « ἱππεῦσιν)», 
or ov μόνον ἐν ἱππεῦσιν ἀλλὰ καὶ ὄπισθεν τούτων. I think 

phanus was right in suggesting τούτους for τούς in 7. 8 
δεῖ O¢,.. . τοὺς παρεσκευασμένους ἀεὶ ἔχοντα ὡς ποιεῖν τι μὴ 
καταφανῆ ὄντα φυλάττειν, κιτ.λ., (where see L. and 8. 8.0, 
παρασκευάζω for the ὡς), and cf. on 8. 12. 

6. 5 ὅπως δρῶσι τὸν ἄρχοντα Suvdpevov... καὶ ἀπ᾽ ὄχθων 
καταίρειν. 

᾿ς καταίρειν is used of birds alighting and ships putting 
into port, but is quite inappropriate for a horseman on a 
‘slope. Madvig has made the grotesque suggestion of 
καταρρεῖν, as though one man on horseback could be said to 
‘stream down a hill. καταΐρειν may represent καταβαίνειν 
(καταβαίνειν---καταίνειν---καταίρειν) or possibly κατατρέχειν. 
κατάγειν would probably only be used of an officer at the 
head of his men. 

7. 10 The comma, if we use one, should follow προνοοῦντα, 
not ποιήσαντα. The latter goes pretty closely with φθάσαι : 

‘when he has done tt, get away before ete. 
D 
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7. 14 ὅταν δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἤδη καλῶς φυλάττωνται οἱ πολέμιοι, 
/ 5 ‘ “ , > “ 3 Ν ’ὔ καλόν ἐστι σὺν θεῷ λαθόντα ἐλθεῖν εἰς τὴν πολεμίαν μεμελη- 

κότα πόσοι τε ἑκασταχοῦ καὶ ποῦ τῆς χώρας προφυλάτ- 
τουσιν. 

The MSS. have μεμεληκότως of, μεμεληκότως οἵ, μεμελετη- 
κότως οἷ. μεμεληκότα πόσοι is Cobet’s modification of the 
older conjecture p. ὅσοι (μεμελετηκότα ὅσοι Stephanus). 
It is however most unlikely that Xenophon used the 
personal construction of μέλω, which seems unknown in 
prose. Timaeus 714 need not be so taken, to say nothing 
of the difference in style. Should we read μὴ ἠμεληκότα ? 
I cannot cite an indirect question after ἀμελῶ, but it seems 
unobjectionable. 

8, 4 οἱ εὐωχούμενοι <piv> ἵπποι, ἐκπεπονημένοι δέ 

8. 5 εἰ δέ τις νομίζει πολλὰ ἔχειν πράγματα, εἰ οὕτω δεήσει 
ἀσκεῖν τὴν ἱππικήν; κιτιλ. 

Cobet reads πόλλ᾽ «ἂν!» ἔχειν. I should prefer ἕξειν. 
So in 9. 8 ἐπιβουλεύουσι μὲν ἀλλήλοις οἱ ἐναντίοι, ὀλιγάκις 
δὲ ἴσασι πῶς ἔχει τὰ ἐπιβουλευόμενα (where Xenophon is 
speaking of the uncertainty of the future, as προσημαίνουσι 
shows) we should alter ἔχει to ἕξει. In the first section of 
the Περὶ Ἱππικῆς Cobet has himself corrected ἐξαλείφομεν 
to ἐξαλείψομεν, and the alteration of future to present is a 
blunder into which copyists have constantly fallen. 

8.9 μεμνῆσθαι δὲ κἀκεῖνο χρή, μήποτε ἐπὶ τοὺς κρείττους 
ἐλαύνειν ὄπισθεν ἵπποις δύσβατον ποιούμενον. 

Read τοὔπισθεν as object οὗ ποιούμενον. 

8. 12 εἰς τὰ τοιαῦτά φημι πολὺ κρεῖττον εἶναι ὀλίγους ἢ 
πάντας προσάγειν, τοὺς μέντοι ἀπειλεγμένους καὶ ἵππους καὶ 
ἄνδρας τοὺς κρατίστους. 

For τοὺς μέντοι we must read τούτους μέντοι. The tov 
has been accidentally written once instead of twice. 

8.14 of δ᾽ ἀγαθοὶ ἵπποι καὶ ἱππῆς δυνατοὶ καὶ ἐξ αὐτῶν (or 
αὑτῶν) διαφεύγειν. 

There is no sense in αὐτῶν or αὑτῶν. Read ἐκ πάντων, 
comparing note in Class. Rev. 17. 146 on Dem. Ol. 2. 2. 
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9. 1 ταῦτα δὲ ἀναγιγνώσκειν μὲν καὶ ὀλιγάκις ἀρκεῖ, ποιεῖν 
δὲ τὸ παρατυγχάνον ἀεὶ αὐτῷ δεῖ. 

The antithesis is not exactly between some things to be 
read and other things to be done, for in that case we 
should rather have καὶ ταῦτα μὲν ἀναγιγνώσκειν, but between 
reading the precepts and applying them in_ practice. 
Perhaps therefore we might write ποιεῖν δὲ «πρὸς» τὸ 
παρατυγχάνον (Thuc. i. 122. 2) or <xard>. Madvig 
proposes to write ἐννοεῖν for ποιεῖν, but I see no advantage 

in that. 

i 

D2 



V.—DE RE EQUESTRI 

TomMasIni’s text (Weidmann 1902) is now the best. 

1. 2 ὥσπερ γὰρ οἰκίας οὐδὲν ὄφελος ἂν εἴη, εἰ τὰ ἄνω πάνυ καλὰ 
ἔχοι, μὴ ὑποκειμένων οἵων δεῖ θεμελίων, οὕτω καὶ ἵππου πολεμι- 
στηρίου οὐδὲν ἂν ὄφελος εἴη, οὐδ᾽ εἰ τἄλλα πάντα ἀγαθὰ ἔχοι, 
κακόνους δ᾽ εἴη. 

Cobet, objecting not without reason to the latter part of 
this, suggests οὐδὲν ἂν ὄφελος εἴη, εἰ τἄλλα μὲν πάντα ἀγαθὰ 
ἔχοι, κακόνους δ᾽ εἴη. I would add to this that the οὐδέ 
thus ousted belongs to the earlier part of the sentence, 
which is imperfect without it; « οὐδ᾽; » εἰ τὰ ἄνω πάνυ 
καλὰ ἔχοι. 

1. 8 πότερον αἱ ὅπλαί εἰσιν ὑψηλαὶ [ἢ ταπειναὶ] καὶ 
ἔμπροσθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν ἢ χαμηλαί..... αἱ δὲ ταπειναὶ κιτ.λ. 

So Dindorf, recognising that ταπειναΐ is a gloss on 
χαμηλαί. But then we ought also to read ai δὲ χαμηλαί, 
not ai δὲ ταπειναί. 

1.9 καὶ μὴν τὸ ἐξόφθαλμον εἶναι ἐγρηγορὸς μᾶλλον φαίνεται 
τοῦ κοιλοφθάλμου. 

It is plain that ἐγρηγορός is not a proper predicate of τὸ 
ἐ. εἶναι nor τοῦ x. Without εἶναι properly opposed to it. I 
would read τὸ ἐξόφθαλμον εἶναι ἐγρηγορότος μᾶλλον φαίνεται 
τοῦ κοιλόφθαλμον. 

1. 16 ὅτου γὰρ ἂν ὦσιν αἱ κνῆμαι εὐθὺς γιγνομένου ὑψηλό- 
ταται, οὗτος μέγιστος γίγνεται. 

εὐθὺς γενομένου would be better both intrinsically and in 
view of yiyvera following. 
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1. 17 There are some signs by which you can tell with 
fair certainty how a young horse will develop: εἰ δέ τινες 
αὐξανόμενοι μεταβάλλουσιν, ὅμως οὕτω θαρροῦντες δοκιμά- 
ζοιμεν. 

The optative here is ἃ solecism. It may be put right by 
adding ἄν, as in the sentence before, or by reading doxipa- 
Lopev (cf. 8. 6: Vect. 4. 22), or in other ways. The first 

seems the most likely to be right. 

2. 1 It is proper for a young man εὐεξίας τε ἐπιμελεῖσθαι 
τῆς ἑαυτοῦ καὶ ἱππικῆς ἢ ἐπισταμένῳ ἤδη ἱππάζεσθαι μελετᾶν. 

Perhaps for ἱππικῆς we should read something like 
ἱππικὴν <i) μανθάνειν;» 7. The alternative in the text 
points to this, The repeated 7 may have caused the 
omission. 

4. 4 Does not μέρος want a tu? 

5. 10 οὐ φθάνει τε ἐξαγόμενος ὃ ἵππος καὶ κιτιλ. Dindorf 
and Sauppe retain the τε, which Zeune and Schneider saw 
to be impossible. The common confusion of τε and ye 
seems to have taken place here. 

6.2 ἣν δὲ ἀντία τῷ ἵππῳ ὁρῶν καὶ ἔξω τοῦ σκέλους, ὅταν 
καθαίρῃ, κατὰ τὴν ὠμοπλάτην καθίζων ἀποτρίβη, κ-τ.λ. 

But can the groom be sitting down to rub when the 
horse is presumably standing up? or might we for καθίζων 
read βαδίζων, as in Aelian V.H. 9. 3 I have suggested 
(Clas. Rev. 16. 395) the reverse change? Cf. προσιέναι 
and προσιών further on. In Ar. Thesm. 79 Cobet’s καθίζειν 
for δικάζειν is very plausible. 

6.3 ἐκ πλαγίου δ᾽ ἄν τις προσιὼν ἀβλαβέστατα μὲν ἑαυτῷ, 
πλεῖστα δ᾽ ἂν ἵππῳ δύναιτο χρῆσθαι. 

When Madvig proposed λῷστα for πλεῖστα, he forgot 
that λῴων, λῷστος, etc. are not used in pure Attic prose 
nor in Xenophon, except i in one or two set phrases, such as 
λῷον καὶ ἄμεινον and ὦ λῷστε. πλεῖστα however does 
seem wrong, and perhaps we should read ῥᾷστα (Her- 
werden κάλλιστα). ἵππῳ should be «τῷ; ἵππῳ. [I incline 
now to read ἥδιστα, 1.6. ‘pleasantest for the horse. Cf. 5. 9 
αὕτη yap (ἡ κάθαρσις) λυπεῖ μὲν μάλιστα τὸν ἵππον. _ The 
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confusion of HA and IIA is well known. So in Plut. 
Mor. 421 c¢ the MSS. give us ἥδιστον δὲ Δελφῶν λόγον εἶχε, 
but the text of Eusebius πλεῖστον, which is of course 
right. | 

6.14 καὶ ὅταν δὲ ὑποπτεύσας τι ὃ ἵππος μὴ ἐθέλῃ πρὸς 
τοῦτο προσιέναι, διδάσκειν δεῖ ὅτι οὐ δεινά ἐστι, μάλιστα μὲν 
οὖν ἵππῳ εὐκαρδίῳ: εἰ δὲ μή, ἁπτόμενον αὐτὸν τοῦ δεινοῦ 
δοκοῦντος εἶναι καὶ τὸν ἵππον πρᾷως προσάγοντα. 

Schneider must be right in suggesting οὐ δεινόν for οὐ 
δεινά, unless we are to read ov δεινὰ ἐστὶ «τὰ τοιαῦτα: 
but he is quite wrong about ἵππῳ εὐκαρδίῳ. He translates 
it ‘not alarming, especially for a courageous horse,’ but 
supposes the words to be an interpolation and sets about 
entirely recasting the sentence in a most arbitrary way. 
ἵππῳ εὐκαρδίῳ, if ‘right, is (as Dindorf takes it) an instru- 
mental dative. The rider is to pacify his horse, if possible, 
by means of another horse, which approaches the object 
without fear or hesitation : if not that, then by the other 
means. The dative is like those in Thuc. 1. 25. 4 
Κορινθίῳ ἀνδρὶ προκαταρχόμενοι τῶν ἱερῶν : Herod. 2. 14. 4 
ἐπεὰν καταπατήσῃ τῇσι ὑσὶ τὸ σπέρμα: 1. 191. 2 καταείδοντες 
γόησι τῷ ἀνέμῳ: Kur. Heracl. 392 οὐκ ἀγγέλοισι τοὺς 
ἐναντίους ὁρᾶν. This is certainly the meaning, but possibly 
we have lost a word or two. 

i. 2 καὶ μηδέ (or μήτε) seems wrong. Read μηδέ or 
καὶ μή. 

8. 1 Add δέ after ἐπειδήπερ. 

8. 3 διάλληται ought perhaps rather to be διάληται. 

9. 8 τοῦ δὲ δὴ παραβάλλειν ἵππῳ καὶ παντάπασιν ἀπέχεσθαι 

(χρή). 
‘Match him with a horse’ should surely be ‘match him 

with another horse,’ 1.6. ἄλλῳ has been lost, perhaps after 
β-άλλειν. 

10:4 iv δέ tis ποτε βουληθῇ χρῆσθαι τῷ χρησίμῳ εἰς 
πόλεμον ἵππῳ ὡς μεγαλοπρεπεστέρῳ τε καὶ περιβλεπτοτέρῳ 
ἱππάζεσθαι, K.T.A. 
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Turn the comparative adjectives into adverbs, μεγαλο- 
πρεπεστέρως and περιβλεπτοτέρως, which are good Xeno- 
phontean forms. The confusion of » ws, wy is familiar. 
Adverbs are distinctly wanted. ὡς of course = ὥστε. 

10. 2 ἐκπλήττουσι (τοὺς ἵππους) ὥστε τεταράχθαι καὶ 
κινδυνεύειν. 

The last word can hardly be right as it stands, and 
Madvig suggested idéew for it. I should say that another 
infinitive has been lost, dependent on κινδυνεύειν. The 
horses lose their heads and are in danger of—. 

10, 11 τάδε ye πάντα « κατὰ; ταὐτὰ ποιητέον ἵ 

10,15 ὑπὸ μὲν τοῦ χαλινοῦ πιεσθείς, ὑπὸ δὲ τοῦ ὁρμᾶν 
σημανθῆναι ἐγείρεται.  ‘Leuwnclavius corrigere tentabat 
scribendo πιέζεται vel riecGecisAvmetrac’ Schneider. 
It is plain, I think, that some verb is omitted after 

, , 3 ’ 
πιεσθείς, 6.0. παύεται, ἀνακρούεται. 

11. 8 ἐπὶ τῷ τοιούτῳ εἴδει (τῶν τοιούτων ἤδη δέ most MSS.) 
ἱππαζομένων ἵππων καὶ θεοὶ καὶ ἥρωες γράφονται, καὶ ἄνδρες ot 
καλῶς χρώμενοι αὐτοῖς μεγαλοπρεπεῖς φαίνονται. 

I would suggest that εἴδει and ἤδη stand for εἰ δή, and 
would read εἰ δὴ ἐπὶ τῶν τοιούτων ἱππαζόμενοι ἵππων. 

12.6 For προσθεταί read προσθετέαι, ai. We have 
ἀφαιρετέον immediately before and similar or equivalent 
forms all through the chapter. 



VL, VIIL—THE CONSTITUTIONS 

In dealing with the two Constitutions that have come 
down to us under the name of Xenophon, I shall not enter 
upon a general discussion of all the grounds for asserting 
or impugning the genuineness of either of them. So far 
as these grounds consist in the matter of the two works, 
they have been very fully discussed, and I at any rate am 
not capable of adducing any fresh argument. I wish how- 
ever to submit the language in which they are written to a 
somewhat closer scrutiny than it has as yet received, and 
to see what conclusions, if any, can be drawn from it as to 
the questions of probable date and authorship. It will be 
best to begin with the Respublica Lacedaemoniorum and to 
go on subsequently to the Respublica Athenienswwm. After 
discussing in both cases the language and any inferences 
that may be drawn from it, I shall offer a few suggestions 
on particular passages. 

F. Haase’s edition of the &.L. (1833) contains some 
remarks on the diction and a discriminating verbal index. 
Cobet in the Novae Lectiones (1858) pointed out two or 
three things as regards the language, especially a few more 
or less technical Spartan terms. He had on further study 
changed his mind as to the authorship (Preface, p. xxiv.) 
and had satisfied himself that the &.L. wasa genuine work 
of X. He relies however mainly on some things in the 
contents of the book, and his observations on the language, 
weighty as anything of Cobet’s on such a subject must be, 
are very slight. In Xenophontis Opuscula Politica Eque- 
stria et Venatica (Oxford, 1866) L. Dindorf points out 
certain words and constructions, which in his opinion 
tell against X.’s authorship. E. Naumann (De Xenophontis 
libro qut Λακεδαιμονίων ἸΠολιτεία nscribitur : Berlin, 1876) 



THE CONSTITUTIONS 41 

and H. Bazin (La République des Lacédémoniens de 
Xénophon: Paris, 1885) examine the language with some 
care and come to a conclusion opposite to Dindorf’s. 

Useful as is the work which these writers have done, it is 
not unfair to say that they have left untouched a large, 
perhaps the larger, part of the material available. More 
particularly they have taken little notice of various points 
of grammatical usage, which are of great importance in an 
inquiry like this, such as certain uses of conjunctions and 
other small but frequent words. To a considerable pro- 
portion of the facts now. to be stated attention has not, to 

} the best of my belief, hitherto been called. No doubt there 
are more which could be added. My list has no pretensions 

} to be complete, and I shall be quite satisfied, if the state- 
ments in it are correct as far as they go. With our present 

) insufficient supply of trustworthy indexes and lexicons to 
rticular authors it is not easy to make sure of one’s facts. 

Γ Sturz’s Lexicon Xenophontewm (1801-1804), though old, has 
| been very useful: from Sauppe’s Lexilogus Xenophonteus 
| Τ have not got as much assistance as I hoped. If Joost 

} followed up his study of the Anabasis (Was ergiebt sich aus 
| dem Sprachgebrauch Xenophon’s in der Anabasis fiir die 
| Behandlung der griechischen Syntax in der Schule ? ’ Berlin, 
| 1892) by similar studies of the other larger works, our 

} resources for dealing with a question like the present would 
\be considerably increased. The Xenophon-studien of 
| J. A. Simon contain valuable materials. So do many pages 
) of Rutherford’s New Phrynichus, especially pp. 160-174. 
| In the first place let us notice that the use of final 
conjunctions in the #.L. is quite in accordance with 

| the practice of X. (see Goodwin’s M.T. espec. Appendix 
ji. and iv.). Final ὡς, which is almost peculiar to him 
among Attic prose-writers, occurs three times (2. 6; 13. 1: 
16. 5): ὅπως seven times, and ἵνα four. Weber has shown 
that in most of the works of X. és and ὅπως together are 
jused more freely than iva, the conjunction common in 
᾿ Aristophanes, Plato, and the orators. The unattic use of 
jos and ὡς ἄν with ‘object clauses’ after ἐπιμελεῖσθαι, ete. 
joceurs 3. 3: 6.1: 14.4. X. has a third frequent but un- 
attic use of ὡς, the use= ὥστε, which we find in Herodotus 
jand Hippocrates with the infinitive and sometimes 
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with the indicative. (In Herodotus Cobet has altered 
infinitive to indicative quite needlessly.) This use is found 
in the #.L.5. 3 and 8: 11. 6, etc., and Madvig had no 
reason whatever for altering the ὡς in 5. 8 to ὥστε. Very 
characteristic of X. is the Herodotean and unattic use 
of ἔστε for ἕως in both senses, ‘ while’ and ‘until.’ Good- 
win (§ 617) says ‘in Attic prose (especially in X.),’ but is 
it ever used in Attic prose except by X.? It occurs here 
5.3: 11.8 and 9: 13.6. The temporal use of ἐπεί, which 
is, I imagine, quite uncommon in the orators, who use 
ἐπειδή instead, though frequent enough in Herodotus, 
Thucydides, and Xenophon, will be found in 1. 1 and 5: 
2. 1: 8. 5. Ἔνθα ‘where,’ used when a writer of pure 
Attic prose would put οὗ, ὅπου, ἵνα, oi—Demosthenes for 
instance, does not use ἔνθα once, nor does Lysias—occurs 
3.4: 5. 7, etc. This use is constant in X. The adverbial 
ἡ of manner (9. 3: 10.1, etc.) is much commoner in X. than 
in the orators. So τῇδε thus (15. 9). The phrase in 1. 3 
σίτῳ ἡ ἀνυστὸν μετριωτάτῳ is thus doubly Xn., for ἀνυστόν is” 
not a word of ordinary Attic, but occurs Anabd. 1. 8. 11 in — 
the similar phrase σιγῇ ὡς ἀνυστὸν... προσῇσαν. It has 
been pretty well known since 1874, when Tycho Mommsen 
published his figures, that X. differs from all Attic prose- 
writers in preferring σύν to pera. Thus according to 
Mommsen in Thucydides σύν occurs only 37 times, and — 
μετά with a genitive 400, but in X. μετά with a genitive — 
occurs 275 times, and σύν 556. In the &.L. σύν will be 
found in 8. 5: 13. 1 and 2 (twice): μετά in 5. 5 and 11. 7. 
The preposition ἀμφί-: περί is well known to be character-— 
istic of X., and so is the phrase ra ἀμφί τι: we have herein — 
7. 2 τὰ ἀμφὶ χρηματισμόν. X. several times uses an accusa- — 
tive after παρά in the sense of ‘close to,’ ‘alongside of,’ etc. 
with verbs of rest, e.g. de Re Hq. 8. 12 ἕως μὲν ἂν παρὰ τοὺς 
φίλους tis 7: Cyr. 1. 4. 18 εἶπεν αὐτῷ μένειν παρ᾽ ἑαυτόν : We 
have here in 12. 2 φυλακάς ye μὴν ἐποίησε μεθημερινὰς τὰς μὲν 
παρὰ τὰ ὅπλα εἴσω βλεπούσας. Πρόσθεν, which X. uses very 
often instead of the more usual Attic ἔμπροσθεν, occurs in 
13.6: 14.3 and 4. (Cobet N.L. p. 688, when he altered 
πρόσθεν in Mem. 1. 4. 6 to ἔμπροσθεν, had perhaps not 
noticed X.’s practice. Πρόσθεν is the older word, as 
appears from ἔμπροσθεν not occurring in Homer, and from 
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there being no phrase ἔμπροσθεν .. πρίν κιτιλ. We may 
doubt whether τοὔμπροσθεν is right in Eur. Hipp. 1228, 
since it seems to be the only place in tragedy where 
ἔμπροσθεν is found.) Throughout the treatise the Xn. 
ye μήν is of very frequent occurrence: καί---δέ, which is 
also very common in X. and by no means equally so in all 
prose-writers, occurs a dozen times, and the double re, rare 
in Attic prose but used sometimes by X., may be found in 
1. 9. In other respects too the statistics given by Roquette 
(De Xenophontis Vita, p. 39) who takes no notice of καί--- 
δέ, seem to show that the use of particles is thoroughly Xn. 

Very many other words may be found in the &.L. which 
belong to the peculiar vocabulary of X. In 12. 5 μάσσω 
has been restored for ἐλάσσω, just as in Cyr. 2. 4. 27 
μάσσων was corrected to ἐλάσσωτ by L. Dindorf following 
Suidas s.v. μάσσων. X. also uses the unattic μήκιστος (Ages. 
10. 4: Cyr. 4. 5. 28). Μείων (=7rrwv or ἐλάττων) and 
μειονεκτεῖν, μειονεξία are thoroughly Xn. ; these words occur 
9.1: 11.9. Κρατύνω (2. 3), προσεθίζω (2. 4), ἀρήγω (4. 5), 
ἀναμειγνύναι (5. 5), πεπαμένος (6. 4), κατάρχω (8. 2), σίνομαι 
(12. 5) are verbs which occur seldom or never in ordinary 
Attic, but they may be found in X., dpyyw constantly. 
Such too are épevv (7. 6: cf. προερευνώμενοι 13.6), a Platonic 
word hardly used in common language, and ἐπικουρῶ (2. 6, 
etc.), which seems to occur only once in an orator. “Ezopat 
(8, 2, etc.) is avoided by the orators, very frequent in X. and 

not rare in Plato. Κλοπεύω (2. 7) is used in Anab. 6. 1. 1. 
᾿ Διαπονεῖσθαι (5. 8) is a favourite word. So are ῥᾳδιουργῶ and 
| padiovpyia (2. 2 and 14. 4), which occur nowhere in the 
orators nor in Plato, once in a fragment of the New Comedy, 
and once in a pseudo-Aristotelian work. Βλακεύω (2. 9.) 
is hardly found in other Attic writers, but X. is fond of it 
and kindred words. The same may be said of μεγαλύνομαι 
(8. 2). The uses of dzodexvivac=‘ordain’ (10. 7), of 
διαπράττειν (2. 10) and κατεργάζεσθαι (9. 1), all with accusa- 

tive and infinitive, may be paralleled from other Xn. 
Writings, but hardly elsewhere. So with πολεμεῖν (4. 4) in 

_the sense of quarrel with, like μάχεσθαι. Πληγὰς ἐμβάλλειν 
(6. 2) seems not to be found out of X. 

X.’s favourite and peculiar use of ἰσχυρῶς = πάνυ, σφόδρα 
etc. (now and then in Aristotle), occurs in 2. 2 and 3. 4. 
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MeydAws, which is used occasionally by X. and Plato but 
not by the orators, occurs in 10. 4, ἸΠοθεινοτέρως (2. 5) is a 
form of adverb quite Xn, Πάμπαν, unknown to Thucy- 
dides, to the orators, and except for one Aristophanic hexa- 
meter (Peace 121) to the comic poets, occurs in 1. 3 and 
elsewhere in X., as it does now and then in Plato and 
oftener perhaps in Aristotle. Ὡσαύτως (6. 3) may be 
described in almost the same terms (three or four times in 
Demosthenes). Πυκνά-- πολλάκις may be found in 12. 5 
and elsewhere in X. To παντί (8. 5) with comparatives 
and similar expressions is thoroughly Xn. The use of ὅσα in 
5. 7 τῇ ὄρφνῃ ὅσα ἡμέρᾳ χρηστέον is found in Hell. 6. 1. 15: 
Ages. 6. 6: Cyr. 1. 5. 12.  Eidpoovvy is a substantive 
known to us chiefly from Homer and other poets, but X. is 
addicted to the use of it and we have it herein 7.6. Τέκνα 
for παῖδες occurs in 1. 8 and τεκνοποιεῖσθαι, τεκνοποιΐα, 
εὔτεκνος in the same chapter: Thucydides, the orators and 
even Plato avoid using τέκνον : Aristophanes has it only in 
burlesque or in touches of real poetry ; but X. uses it very 
often. With τῶν δεομένων γίγνεσθαι (13. 7) compare Cyr. 
2. 3. 3 τῶν πράττεσθαι δεομένων. It is not quite clear 
whether the peculiar use of νομίζω in 1. 7: 2. 4: 12. 3 
occurs elsewhere in X. 1. 7 τἀναντία καὶ τούτου ἐνόμισε: 
2. 4 ἐνόμισεν ἑνὶ ἱματίῳ di’ ἔτους προσεθίζεσθαι: 12. 3 ἐνόμισεν 
ὑπὸ Σκιριτῶν προφυλάττεσθαι. In these passages νομίζω -Ξ- 
νομοθετῶ, νόμον τίθημι, a sense not recognised in the lexicons 
and certainly of extreme rarity. But Cyr. 8. 5. 3 seems 
another case of it: εὐθὺς δὲ τοῦτο ἐνόμιζε Κῦρος, πρὸς ἕω 
βλέπουσαν ἵστασθαι τὴν σκηνήν: ἔπειτα ἔταξε κ-.τ.λ., aS ἔταξε 
helps to show; and so too perhaps Hzero 3. 3 μόνους γοῦν 
τοὺς μοιχοὺς νομίζουσι πολλαὶ τῶν πόλεων νηποινὶ ἀποκτείνειν 
(for νομίζω with an infinitive in the sense of habitually doing - 
so and so is quite rare; Herodotus occasionally: Ar. V. 
1196: elsewhere?) and Cyn. 12. 6 ἐνόμισαν τοὺς κυνηγέτας 
μὴ κωλύειν... . ἀγρεύεν. Herodotus 7. 120 ὅτι βασιλεὺς 
Ἐέρξης οὐ δὶς ἑκάστης ἡμέρης ἐνόμισε σῖτον αἱρέεσθαι looks 
like the same use, but I do ποὺ find it so taken. In the 
Lex. Seguer. (Bekker’s Anecdota i. p. 158) we read νομίζω" 
νομοθετῶ, αἰτιατικῇ" Δίων πρώτῳ βιβλίῳ ‘ ταῦτά τε οὖν ὃ Νουμᾶς 
ἐνόμισεν, and a good many examples may be found in late 
Greek. Thus Dio 37. 20 τοῖς ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου νομισθεῖσι. and 
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78. 22 τὰ νομισθέντα ὑπὸ τοῦ Μάρκου: Athen. 2 c: Lucian 
4.5 and 45. 18: Plut. Lycwrg. 13: Pausan. 6. 20. 5 and 
22. 10: Philostr. Vit. Apoll. 1. 36: ὃ, 35: 6. 5 (end): 
Aristid. 1. 8, 11. Mnaseas ap. Athen. 346 D_ has 
ἀπονομίσαι forbid. 

Finally I believe that the following words of various 
kinds, though not confined in use to the works of 
X., will be recognised as belonging more or less to 
his vocabulary by those who have given attention to it: 
μικρότατος (1. 3), μεγαλεῖος (1. 3 and 4. 6), ἀποπαύω (1. 6 and 
5. 4), σαφηνίζω (2. 1) and διασαφηνίζω (4. 3), διαθρύπτω 
(2. 1), ἐμφύομαι (3. 2) and probably ἐμφῦσαι (3.4), βρωτά 
(5. 3), ἥλιξ (5. 5) for the commoner ἡλικιώτης, ἄφοδος (5. 7), 
ἡδυπάθεια (7. 3), ὁμογνώμων (8. 1), κακοδαιμονία (9. 3), καλο- 
κἀγαθία (10. 1), ἀνυπόστατος (10. 7), σχολαι(ό)τατα (11. 3), 
γοργός (11. 3), παρεγγύησις (11. 4: X. does not use this 
word elsewhere, but he has zapeyyvay constantly and 
παρεγγύη Anab. 6. 5. 13: παραγγέλλω, παραγγελία are the 
ordinary Attic) : ἐθελούσιος (13. 7), ὑπερφέρειν (15. 3 and 8). 

Tf now, looking to the other side of the argument, we ask 
whether there is anything in the language which tells 
strongly against X.’s authorship, the question may in spite 
of Dindorf be answered confidently in the negative. In 1. 5 
σφῶν αὐτῶν = ἀλλήλων, and as far as Sturz’s lexicon shows, 
there is no other certain instance of this use in X. Two 
words seem to be of late date, μειρακιοῦσθαι (3. 1) and . 
ἐμφυσιῶσαι (3. 4), but the quotation in Stobaeus gives us 

| ἐμφῦσαι for the second, and εἰς τὸ μειρακιοῦσθαι is probably 
a later addition to ἐκ παίδων éxBaivwor. In 8. 4 ἱκανοί 
(=kipor) εἰσι ζημιοῦν may be a mistake: so perhaps is the 

phrase εἰς τὰ ἔσχατα μάλα σοφός in 1. 2. Παύειν ἀπό 
twos (3. 1) is at least unusual (cf. ἐκ and ἀπό with ἀπαλ- 
λάττειν, ἀπαλλάττεσθαι), and so are the phrases oi ἐκ δημοσίου 
(3. 3) and ἐπὶ πόλεως (11. 2), the use of περᾶν of time in 4. 
7 τοῖς τὴν ἡβητικὴν ἡλικίαν πεπερακόσιν, and the use of καὶ μήν 
after τε, ifright, in5. 7. Κατεστάθη (15. 1}15 ποῦ acommon 
form,but it occurs (ἐστάθην) in Hell. 3. 1. 9: 5. 2. 48 as 
well as in the orators (Veitch, who does not cite this passage). 
All these points are very trifling. 

There are a fair number of words that occur perhaps 
nowhere else in X., but this is in no way surprising. Each 
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of his works taken separately presents words of which the 
same may be said, and not one of the words in the #.L. 
except μειρακιοῦσθαι and ἐμφυσιῶσαι need give rise to any 
suspicion. A few of them (συσκήνια, ἀστυφέλικτος, ἐπὶ 
φρουρᾶς, etc.) are, as Cobet pointed out, technical Spart un 
terms, quite natural in this treatise. Some again belong to 
the class most characteristic of X., that are otherwise 
known to us only or mainly from their use in the poets, 
though no doubt it was not from the poets that they 
were taken by X. the traveller, the Athenian who 
lived with Ionians and Dorians of various communities. 
Such are ai θήλειαι women (1. 4): ἔκγονα (1. 4): γεραιός 
(1. 7: γεραίτεροι is frequent in X.): ἀναθρώσκω (2. 3: found 
in Herodotus) : ῥαδινός (2. 6): ὄρφνη (5. 7: ὄρφνινος used of 
colour Cyr. 8. 3. 3): ἐπίκλησις (9. 4: Herodotus and 
Thucydides) : θᾶκος (9. 5): τέρμα (10. 1: used literally Cyr. 
8. 3. 25): ἐκτελεῖν (10. 7): ἀραιός (11. 6): κνεφαῖος (13. 3: 
κνέφας in Anab. 4. 5.9 and elsewhere) : Anis τε λεία (13. 11): 
ἐπίψογος (14. 7, cf. Aesch. Ag. 611, where it is active in 
meaning). Topds (2. 11) is another word, partly of the 
same kind. Cobet had no need to alter τὸν τορώτατον (‘ the 
smartest’) τῶν cipévwv to τὸν πρεσβύτατον, as is shown by 
Plat. Theaet. 175 & τορῶς τε καὶ ὀξέως διακονεῖν and Ar. 
Fan. 1102 κἀπερείδεσθαι τορῶς. Διάκορος (1. 5), used by 
Herodotus and in the form διακορής by Plato, is just such a 
word as we should expect to find in X. Εὐχερής, εὐχέρεια 
are not used by him elsewhere, but εὐχερέστερον is ποῦ at a 
strange in 2. 5 and Aristotle H. A. 8. 6. 2 offers an exact 
parallel for the sense in which it is used. So ῥυπαίνεται 
(11. 3) is paralleled by ῥυπαίνουσι Ar. Hih, 1. 8. 1099b 2, 
and the adjectival παράλογος (5. 3) occurs several times in 
Aristotle (παραλόγως the adverb in Demosthenes). X. and 
Aristotle often have words in common. ᾿Αποκαθιστάναι 
‘restore’ (6.3) seems to occur elsewhere only in late 
authors, but this may be accidental and is the case with 
many Thucydidean words. 

There is one more argument from the language which 
should not be left out of account, and which tells, if not for, 
at any rate not against Xn. authorship. This is the 
argument from hiatus. It is well known that in this 
matter the rules by which many writers and speakers of 
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the fourth century bound themselves with various degrees 
of strictness were not recognised by X. any more than 
by Thucydides, though Benseler (De Hiatw p. 197) makes 
a partial exception with regard to the first two chapters of 
the Memorabilia. The writer of the &.L. also disregards 
them altogether. This is far from constituting an argument 
distinctly in X.’s favour; but perhaps we may say that, if 
the 1.1... had been of later date, there is a greater likelihood 
that some care would have been taken to avoid hiatus. One 
theory of the authorship at any rate seems to be discred- 
ited by this observation, namely the theory of Lehmann, who 
attributes the work to a pupil of Isocrates. No pupil of Iso- 
crates is likely to have been so careless of hiatus as this writer 
shows himself, nor indeed so indiscriminate in his vocabulary, 
a matter about which Isocrates was very particular. 
_ Although then Dindorf ventured to say that the whole 
style was evusmodt ut, quo magis quis assuetus sit Xeno- 
phonti, eo minus eum stt in hoc lbro agniturus, the 
considerations here adduced will probably be allowed to be 
very much in favour of the traditional view that the A.L. 
is the genuine work of X. and that it is so throughout. 
There is not in the language any sign of patchwork and the 
intrusion of a later hand. ‘The words on which I have laid 

) stress occur in all parts of the treatise: there is no chapter 
in which some of them may not be found. Even the 
fourteenth, on which especial doubt has been thrown and 
which seems to be at least out of its proper place, presents 
an instance of final ὡς and of two more or less noticeable 
Xn. words (πρόσθεν twice and fadvovpyia). It would be 

) quite consistent with these facts to hold that the treatise is 
Ἢ incomplete, a mere fragment or fragments of what X. 

wrote or perhaps meant to write, but they go very much 
| against the view that we have in it the work of anyone but 
| X. himself. 

When we turn to the Respublica Athentensium, the 
conclusion is just the reverse of that which was drawn 
from our scrutiny of the Respublica Lacedaemoniorum. 
There is not in the language of it any word or any use of 
a word that is noticeably characteristic of X. No doubt 
the treatise is a very short one. In the Teubner text it 
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barely fills thirteen pages, while the &.L. fills twenty-one. — 
But thirteen pages give ample room for a peculiar 
vocabulary, such as we have now partly observed, to show 
itself, and yet I do not think a single thing can be pointed 
out that would suggest X.’s authorship to any one ignorant 
of the tradition. The uses of ὡς above mentioned are not 
to be found, though iva with subjunctive and ὥστε with 
infinitive occur. Ἕως is used two or three times, not ἔστε: — 
ὅπου repeatedly, never ἔνθα: there is, I think, no σύν, no 
ἀμφί, not a single μήν. Not one of the many words ~ 
unfamiliar in Attic prose but affected by X. is here 
employed. Though some easy-going readers may not 

‘realise the significance of these facts, close observers of 
language know what they mean. There is not one of the 
undoubted works of X. that is not marked by peculiarities — 
capable of being detected by any moderately careful — 
student. Even the first two books of the Hellenics, which ~ 
have been thought to be early work, contain examples (Ὁ 
take one point only) of X.’s characteristic use of as. But — 
in the #.A. there is no Xn. peculiarity of any kind. 
We next go on to ask, as in the case of the B.L., — 

whether the language contains anything positive that X. © 
probably could not or would not have used, or that is, at 
any rate, not in keeping with his usual manner of ex- 
pression. There are a few things of this sort that may be 
pointed out. In speaking of politics X. does not use the 
names οἱ γενναῖοι and οἱ χρηστοί for the wealthy and well- 
born, as this writer habitually does. To X. they are the — 
καλοὶ κἀγαθοί, etc. Indeed I doubt whether any other 
Greek Prose writer uses γενναῖοι and χρηστοί in this 
semi-technical sense. When Aristotle speaks of the γενναῖοι — 
in the Politics, he is not using a set term. (We have — 
however μισόχρηστος in Xen. Hell. 2. 3. 47.) Πονηροί is — 
sometimes opposed to these words in the #.A., though © 
δῆμος and οἱ πένητες are used more frequently ; but πονηροί 
is not strange to X.’s usage. Cf. Hell. 2. 3. 13-14, where 
ot πονηροί are opposed to οἱ καλοὶ κἀγαθοί. Thuc. 8.47 uses 
πονηρία = δημοκρατία. I can not find in X. any parallel to 
the absolute use of δυνάμενος in 2. 18 πλούσιος ἢ γενναῖος ἢ 
δυνάμενος, but in Thuc. 6. 39. 2, Plat. Gorg. 525 π, Ar. 
Pol. 8. 4. 1303 b 28, we have οἱ δυνάμενοι used in the same 
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way. δΔημόται -- δημοτικοί in 1. 4 would be unusual, though 
X. uses it so (Mem. 1. 2. 58: Cyr. 2. 3. 7), but probably 
we should read δημοτικοί here, as in the two sentences 
before and after. (The best MSS. seem however to have 
ἰδιῶται, Not δημόται.) In 1. 6 and 9 οἱ δεξιώτατοι are ‘ the 
ablest men,’ and δεξιός is familiar enough in this sense, but 
it seems not to occurin X. (Thue. in a doubtful chapter 
(3. 82. 15) has δεξιοί ‘clever’ and δεξιότης in 3. 37. 3.) 
Διαίτημα (1. 8) is used in Mem. 1. 6. 5 of matters of diet : 
it is not used in X. of political institutions, practices, etc., 
as here. Its use in Thue. 1. 6. 2 is not exactly political. 
Tonyopia (1. 12) is not found in X. Kaxovopia (1. 8) I do 
not know where to find at all, but Herodotus 1. 65 has 

κακόνομος. Εὐθενεῖν (2. 6), ἐπιμίσγεσθαι (2. 7) and χρημα- 
τίζειν (3. 1 twice, 2, and 3) are not Xn. All these are 
words of a more or less political or social connotation, the 

_absence of which from X. as compared with their presence 
here seems to deserve remark. 

Taking words of a different kind, we may notice that 
ὀλίγιστος (1. 5 ete.) is a form never used by X.: that 
αὐτόθι (1. 2 and passvm) is always used by this writer for 
ἐκεῖ, Whereas X. makes free use of ἐκεῖ and ἐνταῦθα as well 
(Gin 1. 11 here ἐνταῦθα is used vaguely, in correspondence 
with ὅπου) : that ἀντιβολεῖν (1. 18) does not occur in X., 

nor λωβᾶσθαι (2. 13), nor περιτιθέναι used as in the 
expression τὴν δύναμιν περιτιθέναι (1. 2), nor ὅσ᾽ ἔτη (3. 4-5 

three times) or any similar phrase, nor φέρε δή (3. 5-6 
twice), nor ὡς ἀληθῶς (2. 19: see Schanzin Hermes 21. 456). 
The author makes use once of ἅττα (2. 17), twice of the 
so-called article or demonstrative pronoun in a curious way 
2.8 τοῦτο μὲν ἐκ τῆς, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐκ τῆς : 1b. 12 τὸ μὲν τῇ, τὸ 

ἢ: οἵ, Laws 701 £ οὔτε τοῖς οὔτε τοῖς) : more than once 
of ἃ σύ, addressed to an imaginary reader, and an ἐγώ, used 
Of an imaginary self, which are certainly curious: none of 
these occurs in X., except once something like the σύ. 

The use of particles is very restricted and therefore 
very unlike what we usually find in X. Mé, δέ, οὖν occur 
often enough, but the so-called ‘anaphora’ with μέν and δέ, 
of which X.is very fond, only once (3. 2 πολλὰ μέν .. .; 
'πολλὰ O€..., πολλὰ S€..., πολλὰ O€..., πολλὰ δέ.. 4 Ὁ 
av and δ᾽ αὖ three or four times. "Ἔπειτα frequently 

E 
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corresponds to πρῶτον μέν. Δή is used extremely little 
(1. 18 ὅς ἐστι δὴ νόμος ᾿Αθήνησι: 2.11 καὶ δή ‘suppose’: 
3. 2 dpa δή, a conjunction of particles perhaps not to be 
found elsewhere, and at any rate very uncommon, as is also 
Cobet’s dpa δῆτα: 3.5 and 7 φέρε δή: 3. 9 ὅπως δή). Πάνυ 
is found twice (2. 3: 3.5): ro only in 3. 13, for in 3. 10 
it can hardly be right: dpa in 3.12. Even ye does not 
occur more than two or perhaps three times: γοῦν perhaps 
in 1. 13, but it may be οὖν. Kai—éé is not found, nor, as 
was said above, X.’s favourite and indispensable μήν. 

In the syntax there seems nothing distinctly noticeable. 
The use of αἱροῦμαι with accusative and infinitive (1. 1 
εἵλοντο τοὺς πονηροὺς ἄμεινον πράττειν) is rare and might be — 
plausibly explained by the loss of a τό, but it is paralleled 
in Plato Phil. 44 a. The passives χορηγεῖται ὃ δῆμος... ὃ 
δὲ δῆμος τριηραρχεῖται καὶ γυμνασιαρχεῖται (1. 13) are a little © 
odd, but we are familiar with something like the first of them 
in Aristotle’s κεχορηγημένος and ἀχορήγητος, and the third 
is found in Xen. Vect. 4. 52. The accusative after ἄχθομαι 
(2. 18 ὥστ᾽ οὐδὲ τοὺς τοιούτους ἄχθονται κωμῳδουμένους) OCCUTS 
in Iliad 5. 361: 18. 352: and in Eupolis fragm. 43. 
Similar uses with χαίρω, ἥδομαι, γέγηθα, etc. may be found | 
in Homer and later poets (γέγηθα τὸν ἄνδρα Cratinus fragm. 
158). Aristotle’s τοὺς πατραλοίας καὶ μιαιφόνους, ὅταν τύχωσι ᾿ 
τιμωρίας, οὐδεὶς ἂν λυπηθείη χρηστός (Bhet. 2. 9. 1386 b 28) 8 
is perhaps rather anacoluthic than an instance of this © 
construction, which seems somewhat poetical and old. 

On the whole it may be said that the positive facts, — 
though far from conclusive against X.’s authorship, go tol 
strengthen the argument derived from the negative | 

| 

have been habitually used by X., we ought to have πὸ 
hesitation in adopting the opinion now generally held 

evidence, the absence of regular Xn. expressions. On the 
ground of this marked difference of style, consisting mainly 
but not entirely in the absence of all such turns of 
expression as we know from the body of his writings to 

among scholars, though they have perhaps usually arrived — 
at it otherwise, that the book is the work of another 
man. Cobet indeed, whose opinion when given with due — 
care outweighs that of many ordinary scholars, thought it | 
X.’s, but further examination would probably have made 

“ ! 
A 
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him change his mind, as he did the reverse way with 
regard to the £.L. 

But there suggests itself here another kindred question. 
Can any inference be drawn from the character of the 
Greek as to the date at which it was written? On this 
point the most conflicting views have been held, resting 
both on the language and on the contents. It has been 
deemed earlier than any extant comedy of Aristophanes 
(425 B.c.): it has also been ascribed to Macedonian times. 
Is it our earliest specimen of Attic prose literature? or was 
it, as J. J. Hartman seems to think, composed at a late 
date by some one who had, like ourselves, the older Attic 
writers before him and who put together from his study of 
them a sort of imaginary political argument? As regards 
the language there would seem to be in such a question 
two things to go by. One is the observation of particular 

facts of language, positive or negative, the presence or 
absence, that is, of this or that word, form, idiom, etc. : the 
other is the feeling aroused by whole sentences and 
paragraphs. 

With regard to the first of these, I do not think any 
clear or strong evidence is forthcoming. The book is so 
short and our knowledge of early Attic prose is so limited, 
that very little can be made out, as it seems to me, on this 

head. I will call attention however to a few small things. 
One of the most noticeable, though it may seem small 
enough, is the fact that the writer always uses σφῶν αὐτῶν, 
etc., never ἑαυτῶν, etc. Kiihner, who notices this, points 
out (1, 8 168) that the older Attic prose-writers usually 
employ σφῶν αὐτῶν, etc., except in the case of a possessive 
ἑαυτῶν following the article, e.g. τὰ ἑαυτῶν (we have in the 
LGA. 2. 14 οὐδὲν τῶν σφῶν, like τῶν ἑαυτῶν in Cyrop, 7. 4. 
13. Thue. 6. 64. 1 has τοὺς σφῶν), but that the other form 
gradually established itself as the one in common use. 
‘See too Meisterhans, ὃ 59. Except in the Hellenics and 
one or two isolated instances X. uses ἑαυτῶν. The invari- 
able use of the longer form in the £.A. therefore points 
‘to an early date. So to some extent does the use of 
the simple σφώσ (1. 3 and 14), which gets rarer and rarer 
in Attic (occasional in X. and even in Demosthenes: 
never, I think, in Aristophanes, but his sentences did not 

E2 
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want it): and the use of the pronoun of (2. 17), of which 
the same may be said (never, I think, in Lysias, Isocrates, 
or Demosthenes) : but not much stress can be laid on these 
words. “Are occurs freely in Herodotus, Thucydides, 
Xenophon, Plato, sometimes in lyrical poetry, whereas it 
is practically unknown in the orators and in comedy (it is — 
said to occur once in Aristophanes and once in a fragment 
of Cratinus). We may therefore conclude it to be a mark 
of an early vocabulary rather than a late. We find it 
here three times (1. 16 and 20: 2. 14). ἽἽΑσσα or ἅττα (2. 
17) belongs, I think, more to old Attic (eight or ten times 
in Homer) than to new, if we may judge from its frequency 
in Aristophanes compared with its rarity or absence in the — 
fragments of the New Comedy. Jacobs’ index in Meineke 
gives no example from the latter. We find it only twice 
in all Demosthenes, and apparently not at all in Lysias: — 
pretty often in Plato, but this is consistent with its being — 
old fashioned. On the other hand neither Thucydides — 
(who twice has ἄττα) nor, I think, X. usesit. The repeated — 
use οὗ ἄνθρωπος in a purely pleonastic way (Kalinka in ἢ 
index) points in the same direction: so ἀνήρ 1. 6, the | 
only time it occurs. It is noticeable again that the oe 
of the f.A. uses not ἐκεῖ or ἐνταῦθα, but αὐτόθι (1. 2, ete.) : 
this, if I am not mistaken, also goes slightly in the same | 
direction, for we must observa the absence of ἐκεῖ as well — 
as the use of αὐτόθι. The author uses ἔνι for ἔνεστι (1. 5 and 
16), but this is found in all ages of Attic. He also uses | 
ἔνιοι (2. 10) and ἐνίοτε (2. 4: 8. 1) which do not occur at — 
all in Thucydides, and in Aristophanes only in the latest | 
of the comedies (Plut. 867, 1125). Herodotus however 
and Hippocrates use ἔνιοι and H ippocrates at any rate 
ἐνίοτε. I take some of the words mentioned above, such 
as ἐπιμίσγομαι, and ὀλίγιστος, to belong rather to the older 
language (ὀλείζους, which is conjectured in 2, 1 for μείζους, ̓ 
would certainly be old). So does ἐξαπιναῖος (3. 5) which is ἷ 
found two οὐ three times in X. and in the adverbial form — 
in Thucydides, not in the orators nor even in Plato, though © 
the latter once has ἐξαπίνης. " 

The very small use of particles, on which I have remark- | 
ed above, seems also to indicate an early date. So does the | 
very pram use of the infinitive with an article (see 
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Goodwin § 788 and notes), which will however be found 
in 1. 3: 2. 17 and a few other places. The complete 
indifference to hiatus is an argument pro tanto in the same 
direction, or at least against a late date. I notice, without 
being sure that any date is thereby suggested, that the 
writer is fond of the parts of καθίστημι and καθίσταμαι 
(like Antiphon and Thucydides), of the neuter οἷόν τ᾽ ἐστίν, 
of collective neuters (τὸ ὁπλιτικόν 2.1: τὸ ἐναντίον 1. 4: 
τὸ βέλτιστον 1. 5 and with τὸ κάκιστον 3. 10. Is τὸ μέγιστον 
in 3.5 anexample? I think we should read τὰ μέγιστα), and 
of ᾿Αθήνησι, which occurs over and over again (in the 
whole of Thucydides twice). 

I do not know of anything in the language of the book , 
that tells the other way and in favour of a comparatively | 
late date, unless it be the rr in such words as πράττειν, 
ἥττους (there seem to be some variations in the MSS.: 

_Dindorf, p. xvi.), and the σ in ovv. But we know too 
little about these spellings in literature to attach much 
importance to them, and in any case what we now find in 

the MSS. of the #.A. could not be taken as good evidence. | 
In a work regarded as X.’s divergences of spelling were | 
likely enough to be removed. The author may quite well 
have written πράσσειν, though we do not find it in his 
text. 

If now we pass away from the consideration of single 
words and phrases and ask what impression with regard to 
the age of the Greek is made by the general cast and 
Style of the sentences, it is not very easy to give any 
confident answer, and as a matter of fact scholars have 
not been agreed. The most striking feature of the style to 
‘my mind is the extreme simplicity of it, a simplicity 
greater, when we consider the subject-matter, than that of 
Lysias or perhaps even of Caesar. The words are the 
simplest and, so to say, baldest that could be found: the 
Sentences are extraordinarily simple in their structure, and 
their succession and mutual relations are of the most 
elementary kind. This might be consciously elaborated by 
a skilful writer, but the impression it makes on me is 
certainly that of early prose. It has not the stiffness of 
Thucydides, when reasoning, and of Antiphon: it shows 
no sign of art, unless it be the art of studied simplicity. 
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There is a slight archaic formality about it now and then, 
which belongs to the fifth century rather than the fourth : 
I mean especially the repetition in neighbouring clauses 
of identical words, which a writer who had come under 
the influence of professors of style would have been 
likely to vary or omit. The first two sections of the book — 
will illustrate this habit, which Blass too has noticed. 
Take the beginning of it, περὶ δὲ τῆς ᾿Αθηναίων πολιτείας, 
ὅτι μὲν εἵλοντο τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον τῆς πολιτείας οὐκ ἐπαινῶ διὰ 
τόδε, ὅτι ταῦθ᾽ ἑλόμενοι εἵλοντο τοὺς πονηροὺς ἄμεινον πράττειν 
ἢ τοὺς χρηστούς" διὰ μὲν τοῦτο οὐκ ἐπαινῶ, and observe the 
repetition of εἵλοντο after ἑλόμενοι and still more of διὰ μὲν 
τοῦτο οὐκ ἐπαινῶ: Then in πρῶτον μὲν οὖν τοῦτο ἐρῶ ὅτι 
δικαίως δοκοῦσιν (so Kirchhoff) αὐτόθι οἱ πένητες καὶ ὃ δῆμος 
πλέον ἔχειν τῶν γενναίων καὶ τῶν πλουσίων διὰ τόδε ὅτι ὃ δῆμός 
ἐστιν ὃ ἐλαύνων τὰς ναῦς καὶ ὁ τὴν δύναμιν περιτιθεὶς τῇ πόλει" 
καὶ ot κυβερνῆται καὶ οἱ κελευσταὶ καὶ οἱ πεντηκόνταρχοι καὶ οἱ 
πρῳρᾶται καὶ οἱ ναυπηγοὶ οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ τὴν δύναμιν περιτιθέντες 
τῇ πόλει πολὺ μᾶλλον ἢ οἱ ὁπλῖται καὶ οἱ γενναῖοι καὶ ot χρηστοί, 
observe the repetition, in τὴν δύναμιν Bake ha τῇ πόλει 
and in ot γενναῖοι καὶ οἱ χρηστοί. Cf. 2. 11 εἰ γάρ τις πόλις 
πλουτεῖ ξύλοις γαυπηγησίμοις, ποῖ διαθήσεται, ἐὰν μὴ πείσῃ 
τοὺς ἄρχοντας τῆς θαλάττης; τί δ᾽ εἴ τις σιδήρῳ ἢ ἢ χαλκῷ ἢ ἢ λίνῳ 
πλουτεῖ πόλις, ποῖ διαθήσεται, ἐὰν μὴ πείσῃ. τοὺς ἄρχοντας τῆς 
θαλάττης ; ; or 3. 10 ἐ ἐν οὐδεμιᾷ γὰρ πόλει τὸ βέλτιστον εὔνουν 
ἐστὶ τῷ δήμῳ, ἀλλὰ τὸ κάκιστον ἐν ἑκάστῃ ἐστὶ πόλει εὔνουν τῷ. 
δήμῳ; or the two last sections of the book. Somewhat 
similar is the careful repetition of a preposition before each 
of the words it governs and, as in the second sentence 
quoted, of the article with every substantive. All this 
has an old-fashioned unsophisticated air about it, though 
the air may have been assumed. But it must be allowed . 
at the same time that Greek writing of all ages occasion- 
ally shows something of the kind I am dwelling upon. In 
saying therefore that the style of the R.A. feels like the 
style of early times, I admit that my impression, though 
decided, is not one for which I can assign a reason 
convincing to other people, and such impressions are not 
much to be trusted. 

Returning now for a moment to the question of author- 
ship, I would repeat that on the ground of language alone, 
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observing first and mainly the un-Xenophontean, and 
secondly the probably early, character of it, we may con- 
clude the treatise not to be X.’s. But when we take into 
account the further considerations, with which in this 
article I do not deal, derived from the matter of the book, 
the argument seems to become overwhelming. The tone 
and spirit of the writer are absolutely unlike the tone and 
spirit of X. All the indications given by reference to 
matters of fact seem to point to a date earlier than his. 
Athens is not only a strong naval power, but undisputed 
mistress of the sea. The φόρος is still paid by her subject 
states. Their citizens still come to her courts for the 
decision of the law-suits. The sovereign people must not 
be laughed at in a comedy, though Demos is unmistakably 
laughed at in a certain famous play which won the prize 
in 424 and has been preserved to our own times. The 
reputed X. lays it down that a man of the people is not 
attacked in comedy, ἐὰν μὴ διὰ πολυπρογμοσύνην καὶ διὰ τὸ 
ζητεῖν πλέον τι ἔχειν τοῦ δήμου, though Socrates, X.’s master 
and hero, was grossly caricatured on the Athenian stage 
in 423. 

Language therefore and contents alike make it certain 
that Xenophon was not the author. 

This would seem to be the place for hazarding a con- 
jecture on the passage in Diogenes Laertius, which ranks 
the £.A. among the writings of X., but mentions a doubt 
that had been expressed about the &.L.' He gives (2. 6. 
13) a list of X.’s works, ending thus—’Ayyoidadv τε καὶ 

- ᾿Αθηναίων καὶ Λακεδαιμονίων ἸΤολιτείαν, nv φησιν οὐκ εἶναι 
Ξενοφῶντος ὃ Μάγνης Δημήτριος. Demetrius Magnes, a 
contemporary of Cicero, appears also to have denied the 
authenticity of the speech against Demosthenes ascribed 
to Dinarchus. He denied it on the ground of style (πολὺ 
γὰρ ἀπέχει τοῦ χαρακτῆρος ap. Dion. Hal. de Din. Iudic. 1). 

-Thave shown that in the case of the R.L. there is no 
reason on grounds of style for denying X.’s authorship, 
whereas in the case of the 1.44. there is very strong reason 
indeed. I conjecture that it was in reality the f.A. and 
not the #&.L. of which the authenticity was denied by 
Demetrius, and that the names of the two Constitutions 

have accidentally changed places in Diogenes’ list. This 
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might very easily happen, and some slight confirmation of 
the suspicion may perhaps be found in the fact that the 
traditional order seems to put the #.A. after, not before the. 
R.L. In all Kirchhoff’s MSS. with the exception of one 
(to which the #.A. and the De Vectigalubus have been 
prefixed subsequently, belonging really to a quite different 
codex) the .L. seems to come first and the #.A. second. 
The order in Diogenes is the reverse of this. I suggest 
that he really mentioned the L.A. last, and that it was the 
R.A. which Demetrius called in question. 

Bergk (Griech. Lit. iv. p. 312) supposes X.’s son Diodorus 
to have erroneously included the &.A. in an ‘edition’ of 
X.’s works. Diodorus ought to have known his father’s 
style better, especially if, as Bergk fancies, he adopted it so 
well upon occasion. 

There are one or two further questions on which a word 
may be said. First, was the #.A. written by an Athenian ἡ 
and at Athens? There is nothing to imply Athenian birth, 
except that twice in 1. 12 the writer uses the first person 
plural in speaking of what was done at Athens (ἰσηγορίαν. . . 
ἐποιήσαμεν). This may seem conclusive, but as he never 
uses this way of speaking elsewhere, but throughout the 
book speaks of the Athenians in the third person, and 
as ἐποίησαν could be corrupted to ἐποιήσαμεν without much 
difficulty, I do not feel very confident that the author really 
used the first person here. Weiske thought ἐποίησαν should 
be read, and Schneider inclined to agree. In 1. 11 Kirch- — 
hoff’s λαμβάνωμεν is a very doubtful conjecture; but, if 
right, it is general and impersonal in meaning, like the ἡμῖν 
in 2. 12, which Dindorf (p. xvi) misunderstood. The 
author often expresses ‘at Athens’ by αὐτόθι, which. 
certainly means ‘there’ not ‘here.’ Indeed I am not sure 
that αὐτόθι ever means distinctly ‘ here,’ though L. and 8. 
say it sometimes does. In such a phrase as Ar. Hq. 119 τί. 
ἄρ᾽ ἔνεστιν αὐτόθι ; it seems equivalent to ἐν αὐτῷ, like the 
French y. Nor is there anything else in the book, as far 
as I can see, which indicates any personal interest in 
Athenian affairs, or at all implies Athenian authorship. 
There is a tone of absolute aloofness about the whole com- 
position, such as we are accustomed to find in Aristotle. 
On the other hand it is written apparently in the purest 
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Attic Greek, and the author is familiar with Athenian 
institutions and customs. There would seem therefore to 
be no sufficient ground for deciding between two or three 
possible alternatives. He may have been an Athenian 
writing away from Athens, like Xenophon: he may have 
been an Athenian writing in Athens, but by the use of 
αὐτόθι putting aside his ‘local habitation’: he may, for 
anything I can see, have been a Greek of some other 
origin, perhaps an Athenian metic, who had a command of 
the Attic idiom, like Lysias. Attempts not only to fix the 
authorship on an Athenian but to name him seem -un- 
reasonable. 

Again, have we only fragments and excerpts of a 
considerably longer work? I can see no good reason for 
thinking so. No doubt our text is imperfect in many 
places, and often we cannot reasonably hope to restore 
it. But there is no evidence of more than corruption and 

the loss of a few words or lines. No doubt, too, the 
author might have found many other things to say, but the 

treatise is fairly consecutive, and from its own point of 
view we have no right to regard it as obviously incomplete. 

Its argument is that, granted democracy and command of 
_ the sea, Athenian institutions are intelligent and intelligible 
enough, and that the Athenian people are by no means 
such fools as some of their critics deem them. This is 
worked out in application to several subjects, and then the 

_ treatise comes to an end. 
~Cobet held the opposite view and suggested, without 

laying much stress upon it, that the longer original work 
was a dialogue (written by X. himself), of which we have 
only fragments put together without the dialogue form. 
Colloquu obscura quaedam vestigia cernere mihi videor he 
says, founding himself on the above noticed curious use of 
σύ and σός, which he cannot believe to be used of an 
imaginary reader. (Wachsmuth, as I gather from Rettig’s 
paper on the &.A., has worked out this dialogue theory 
elaborately.) The passage on which Cobet seems to lay 
most stress is 1. 11 ὅπου δ᾽ εἰσὶ πλούσιοι δοῦλοι, οὐκέτι ἐνταῦθα 
λυσιτελεῖ τὸν ἐμὸν δοῦλον σὲ δεδιέναι" ἐν δὲ τῇ Λακεδαίμονι ὃ 
ἐμὸς δοῦλος σὲ δέδοικεν" ἂν δὲ δεδίῃ ὃ σὸς δοῦλος ἐμέ, κινδυνεύσει 
κιτιλ., but there are several others where ἐγώ and σύ are 
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used in a similar way. ‘The point is that, though the verb 
in the second person is used thus in Greek, e.g. the Homeric 
φαίης κεν, yet ov is not employed with it. So in this very 
treatise 2. 5 οἷόν τ᾽ ἀποπλεῦσαι ἀπὸ τῆς σφετέρας αὐτῶν 
ὁπόσον βούλει πλοῦν, unless we are to read βούλονται with 
Cobet. Ἐγώ and ἐμός are also used in an uncommon way 
in these passages and in 2. 12. On the other hand, if we 
are to take ἐγώ and ov as real persons or as persons in a 
dialogue, we are involved in difficulties. Herein 1. 11 they 
will both be Spartans, for the author is clearly speaking of 
the natives of a place and the slaves of natives,-not of 
visitors and their slaves. Yet in 1. 10, when he says of 
Athens οὔτε πατάξαι (τὸν δοῦλον) ἔξεστιν αὐτόθι οὔτε ὑπεκστή- 
σεταί σοι ὃ δοῦλος, σοι appears to mean an Athenian gentle- 
man, for it is he, not a stranger, whose liberty and 
privileges are thus curtailed. There would be no. point in 
it, if he were not speaking of natives. Again in 2. 1] 
and 12 καὶ δὴ νῆές μοί εἰσι, and ἐγὼ μὲν... ταῦτα ἔχω διὰ THY 
θάλατταν, the speaker either is, or for the sake of argument 
supposes himself to be, an Athenian. These passages 
seem inconsistent with Cobet’s view that the pronouns 
must refer to some one person respectively, either real or 
endowed in a dialogue with an imaginary but fixed person- 
ality. Such a person could not be both Spartan and 
Athenian. They seem to me also inconsistent with the 
view of Roscher and others (mentioned in Sauppe’s preface) 
that the 1.4. is a letter from an Athenian to a Spartan, 
The use of ἐγώ and ov, though rare, is not unique. 

As the point is a rather curious one, not much investi- 
gated, and has in this instance at any rate seriously puzzled 
scholars, it may be worth while to set forth a good many 
illustrative examples, including those from the £.A. itself, 
which are probably the earliest. No examples are needed 
of the second person of the verb used, as in the Homeric 
passages above mentioned, of a hearer or reader, who may 
be called impersonal or typical rather than imaginary, if 
the latter word suggests unreality. The curious ἀγαθὸς av 
γένῃ κύων (Menander 223. 10) shows how common the 
expression was. In these cases and dozens like them 
the actual pronoun σύ, σός, does not occur. The peculiarity 
begins when that pronoun, and still more when ἐγώ or 
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ἐμός, is used in this impersonal typical way. It will be 
noticed that σύ and σός, though infrequent and therefore 
noticeable, occur much more often than ἐγώ and ἐμός. 
Now and then they occur together, as in most of the #.A. 
passages. 

R.A. 1. ὃ ὃ yap σὺ νομίζεις οὐκ εὐνομεῖσθαι, αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ 
τούτου ἰσχύει ὃ δῆμος. 1. 10 οὔτε πατάξαι ἔξεστιν αὐτόθι 
τὸν δοῦλον οὔτε ὑπεκστήσεταί σοι ὃ δοῦλος. 1. 11 ὅπου δ᾽ 
εἰσὶ πλούσιοι δοῦλοι, οὐκέτι ἐνταῦθα λυσιτελεῖ τὸν ἐμὸν δοῦλον 
σὲ δεδιέναι: ἐν δὲ τῇ Λακεδαίμονι ὃ ἐμὸς δοῦλος σὲ δέδοικεν" 
ἐὰν δὲ δεδίῃ ὃ σός δοῦλος ἐμέ, κιτιλ᾿ 2. 1] καὶ δὴ vifés 

’ > Ν Ν “A , ‘\ ΟΝ, Ἀ 5ῸΝ μοί εἰσι, παρὰ μὲν τοῦ ξύλα, κιτιλ. 2.12 καὶ ἐγὼ μὲν οὐδὲν 
ποιῶν (Or πονῶν) ἐκ τῆς γῆς πάντα ταῦτα ἔχω διὰ τὴν θάλατταν, 
ἄλλη δ᾽ οὐδεμία πόλις δύο τούτων ἔχει. 

Xen. Hiero 6.13 ὃ τὰ πλεῖστα λαμβάνων παρὰ σοῦ ἥδιστ᾽ 
ἂν ὡς τάχιστα ἐξ ὀφθαλμῶν σου γένοιτο. 

Plato Gorg. 402 π 6 δὲ χρηματιστὴς οὗτος ἄλλῳ ἀναφανή- 
σεται χρηματιζόμενος καὶ οὐχ αὑτῷ, ἀλλὰ σοὶ τῷ δυναμένῳ 
λέγειν καὶ πείθειν τὰ πλήθη, where σοί certainly does not 
mean Socrates. Ib. 08 πὶ οὔ φημι τὸ τύπτεσθαι ἐπὶ κόρρης 
ἀδίκως αἴσχιστον εἶναι, οὐδέ γε τὸ τέμνεσθαι οὔτε τὸ σῶμα τὸ 
ἐμὸν οὔτε τὸ βαλλάντιον, ἀλλὰ τὸ τύπτειν καὶ ἐμὲ καὶ τὰ ἐμὰ 
ἀδικῶς ... καὶ συλλήβδην ὁτιοῦν ἀδικεῖν καὶ ἐμὲ καὶ τὰ ἐμά, 
where of course ἐμέ and ἐμός are purely typical. ep. 
557 Β ἐάν τις ἄρχειν νόμος σε διακωλύῃ . . , ἐὰν αὐτῷ σοι ἐπίῃ. 
Crat. 385D ἐμοὶ μὲν ἕτερον εἶναι καλεῖν ἑκάστῳ ὄνομα ὃ ἐγὼ 
ἐθέμην, σοὶ δ᾽ ἕτερον ὃ ἂν σύ: tb. 3864 ἸΤρωταγόρας ἔλεγεν 
..-@S ἄρα οἷα μὲν ἂν ἐμοὶ φαίνηται τὰ πράγματα εἶναι, 
τοιαῦτα μέν ἐστιν ἐμοί: οἷα δ᾽ ἂν σοί, τοιαῦτα δ᾽ αὖ σοί (80 
too Theaet. 152 a): 1b. 484 πὶ ἄλλο τι λέγεις τὸ ἔθος ἢ ὅτι 
ἐγώ, ὅταν τοῦτο φθέγγωμαι, διανοοῦμαι ἐκεῖνο, σὺ δὲ γιγνώσκεις 
ὅτι ἐκεῖνο διανοοῦμαι. Cf. too Laws 918 a. In some of 
these passages the dialogue forbids our saying that ἐγώ 
and ov are definitely typical, but still they must, I think, 
be taken with the others. 

Demosth. 8. 72 οὐδέ γ᾽ ἐμοὶ δοκεῖ δικαίου τοῦτ᾽ εἶναι πολίτου, 
τοιαῦτα πολιτεύμαθ᾽ εὑρίσκειν, ἐξ ὧν ἐγὼ μὲν πρῶτος ὑμῶν 
ἔσομαι εὐθέως, ὑμεῖς δὲ τῶν ἄλλων ὕστατοι. ἐγὼ μέν is not 
Demosthenes, but anybody. 9.17 ὃ γὰρ οἷς ἂν ἐγὼ ληφθείην 
ταῦτα πράττων καὶ κατασκευαζόμενος, οὗτος ἐμοὶ πολεμεῖ. 
23, δῦ εἰ γὰρ ἐγώ τινα τῶν ἐναντίων οἰηθεὶς εἶναι διέφθειρα, οὐ 
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δίκην ὑπέχειν, ἀλλὰ συγγνώμης τυχεῖν δίκαιός εἶμι. Cf. 21. 66, 
which is however different. 

Aristot. de An, 3, 2. 426 Ὁ 19 κἂν εἰ τοῦ μὲν ἐγώ, τοῦ δὲ σὺ 
αἴσθοιο: Met. 1071 a 28 ἥ τε σὴ ὕλη καὶ τὸ εἶδος καὶ τὸ κινῆσαν 
καὶ ἡ ἐμή. ‘The typical ov indeed occurs a dozen times in 
the Metaphysics; see 1024 b 20: 1047 Ὁ 13: 1051 b 7 
‘with a typical judas’: etc. So An. Post. 71 Ὁ 4 and 5: 
Ehet. 1417.a 3 and Ὁ 7. It occurs often also in the Topics, 
but sometimes has some reference there to the supposed 
dialogue. 

The Ehetoric ad Alex. in giving rules often uses the 
2nd person and sometimes ov or ods. So does the treatise 
of Aeneas Tacticus, 6... ch. 16 in particular. Philemon 
4. 11 οὐκ εὖ σεαυτοῦ τυγχάνεις with lines 15, 16 is another 
instance, Teles περὶ αὐταρκείας (beginning) σὺ μὲν ἄρχεις 
καλῶς, ἐγὼ δὲ ἄρχομαι κιτιλ. looks like another, but may 
be due, in part at any rate, to dialogue. In later Greek 
I have noticed the well-known definition of ‘a friend’ as 
ἄλλος ἐγώ (Diog. L. 7. 23): Plut. Mor. 28 D οὐ προσήκει 
μοι διὰ τὴν ἐμὴν ἀρετὴν μέγα φρονεῖν : Lucian Hpigr. 1. 4 
ἀλλ᾽, ὃ σὺ θαυμάζεις, τοῦθ᾽ ἑτέροισι γέλως : Plotinus Hn. 
4. 7. 6 ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ ἐγὼ μὲν ἄλλου, σὺ δὲ ἄλλου αἴσθοιο (from 
Ar. Met. above’): and several examples in Sextus Em- 
piricus, e.g. Pyrrh. Hyp. 1. 101 and 3. 119, 120. 
A strange use of ov is found in two consecutive lines of 

Ar. Hccles. 199-200 

Κορινθίοις ἤχθεσθε, κἀκεῖνοί ye σοί: 
νῦν εἰσι χρηστοί, καὶ σὺ νῦν χρηστὸς γενοῦ. 

The scholiast says τὸ δὲ ‘cot’ ὡς πρὸς τὸν δῆμον, but in 
205 we have ὑμεῖς γὰρ ἔστ᾽, ὦ δῆμε, τούτων αἴτιοι, and, 
where ὦ δῆμε is not even used, it is surely impossible 
that σύ can be understood to refer to it. Is not σύ here 
too rather the typical Athenian citizen, each or any of you? 
Like, yet different, again is the repeated use in Heel. 435— 
440, where σέ is half personal to Blepyrus and half means 
you and anyone of the male sex. We must seek the same 
explanation for a line in Eupolis 357. 6, apparently coming — 
from a choral epirrhema. After ὦ θεαταί and various — 
second persons plural the passage proceeds ἘΝ 
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a A “ ἣν δέ τις τῶν ἐνθάδ᾽ αὐτοῦ μηδὲ ἕν χεῖρον φρονῶν 
ΕῚ a “ , , “ a tal 

ἐπιτιθῆται TH ποιήσει, πάνυ δοκεῖ κακῶς φρονεῖν 
paiveral τε καὶ παραρρεῖ τῶν φρενῶν τῷ σῷ λόγῳ. 

According to Meineke and Bergk the speaker points to 
someone in the audience as he says τῷ σῷ (fortasse Aristo- 
phanem Eupolidis aemulum), but this is incredible and σῷ 
seems again to be each and any of you, much like Eccles. 
199-200. Cobet may have been right in his restoration of 
Cratinus 171, The solemn admonition in Aesch. Hum. 538 
és τὸ πᾶν δὲ σοὶ λέγω is another instance of a somewhat 
similar σύ in the mouth of the chorus, for σοί is addressed 
more or less to the audience. 

In Latin cf. Hor, A.P. 102 

si vis me flere, dolendum est 
primum ipsi tibi: tum tua me infortunia laedent, 
Telephe vel Peleu ; male si mandata loqueris, 
aut dormitabo aut ridebo, 

or are we to take ὁδὶ as distinctly addressed to Telephe 
vel Pelew? The tw that occurs many times in the A.P, 
is merely typical, not like 366 addressed to the maior 
wuvenum: see 128, 153, 310, etc., and perhaps we should 
take the ego of 55 and 87 in the same way. Cf. also 
Ov. M. 4. 399 tempusque subibat quod tu nec tenebras 
mec lucem dicere posses: Cic. Tusc. 5. 22. 63 te tua, 
me delectant mea (this is dialogue): Liv. Praef. 10 Hoc 
...salubre et frugiferum,.omnis te exempli documenta 
im tllustrt posita monumento intuert. But the tibi so 
common in Lucretian arguments is addressed to Memmius. 

In any case I hold it to be clear that in the 2?.A. both 
ἐγώ and ov are used as imaginary illustrations, and that 
therefore ἐγώ is a Spartan in 1. 11 and an Athenian in 

ὦ. 11-12, and ov is both (1, 11 and 1. 10) in like manner. 
Finally, what is the exact tone and spirit in which the 

author writes? I cannot think those critics (e.g. Mure, Thirl- 
wall, Forbes in the introduction to his Thucydides, Book i., 
Blass, Miiller-Striibing) understand him correctly, who talk 
of satire, banter, perszflage, irony. There seems to me to 
be nothing of the kind from beginning to end. There 
is a curiously cold, detached tone as of scientific or 
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abstract politics, putting aside considerations of justice, | 
passing over the question whether popular government and 
the well-being of the masses of the people are right and 
proper things for the Athenians to aim at, and asking 
only whether the means are well adapted to the end in 
view. We are apt to call this Machiavellian. It is 
also Aristotelian, not to say Thucydidean. But no writer 
has adopted the tone with more complete composure 
than the writer of these few pages. The critics mistake 
his plain, frank, ‘positive’ way of putting things for 
satire: it is not satire, it is political science. If we take 
parts of the book for satire, there will be the most 
incongruous mixture of satire with plain unsatirical 
reasoning. Observe for instance that in 1. 18-19 the 
account of one reason why the allies are made to come to 
Athens for their law is instantly followed by a perfectly 
matter-of-fact and grave statement of an advantage the 
Athenians derive from possessions and empire over the 
sea. If we had the first by itself, the statement of how 
the allies are taught to respect not only the sovereign 
people but every individual who is part of it, a statement 
highly suggestive of the Wasps of Aristophanes and even 
thought to be borrowed from it, there would be some 
plausibility in taking it for satire. But there immediately 
follows another statement, that by going constantly to and 
fro between Athens and their private properties or public 
dependencies across the water the Athenians are always. 
insensibly learning seamanship, This is not a joke, and no 
humourist would have added it to something he meant for 
satire. Swift and Defoe do not mix satire and common 
sense in this particular way. Their satire is all of a 
piece. If there is any satire in what the author of the 
1.4. says, it is in the facts stated and not in the mind of 
the writer. He says explicitly, ‘I don’t approve the end 
they aim at, the form of government they adopt; but I 
should like to convince you that, given that, their system is 
a very rational and effective one.’ He is putting himself with 
rare impersonality at their point of view: he is not 
caricaturing itatall. Itis with Aristotle, not Aristophanes, 
that we must compare him. 

I have a few comments to make on particular passages of 
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the R.A. Itis still full of imperfections and uncertainties, but 
they seem now to be mostly of that kind in which it is easy 
enough to see what a writer may have said but impossible 
to be certain what he did say. It is not a question of 
correcting or inserting a single word, but of putting right 
whole sentences. Kirchhoff third edition (Berlin, 1889) 
went at least as far in this direction as a prudent editor’s 
can go. Probably the best text now available is Kalinka’s 
editio minor (Vienna, 1898): his editio maior has not, I 
think, appeared. 

1. 1 ὡς εὖ διασῴζονται τὴν πολιτείαν καὶ τἄλλα διαπράττονται 
ἃ δοκοῦσιν ἁμαρτάνειν τοῖς ἄλλοις “Ἕλλησι. 

Kirchhoff follows Cobet in adding re after διασῴζονται. 
Perhaps we should rather add γνώμῃ before διαπράττονται. 
Cf. 3. 10 δοκοῦσι δὲ ᾿Αθηναῖοι καὶ τοῦτο οὐκ ὀρθῶς βουλεύεσθαι 
νον οὗ δὲ τοῦτο γνώμῃ ποιοῦσιν : and 1. 11. So K. has 
proposed to insert γνώμῃ before οὕτω καθέστηκε in 2. 1. 

1. ὃ οὔτε τῶν στρατηγικῶν κλήρων οἴονταί σφισι χρῆναι 
μετεῖναι οὔτε τῶν ἱππαρχιῶν. Κλήρων should, I think, be 
κλήρῳ. Cf. the words just before: πᾶσι τῶν ἀρχῶν μετεῖναι 
& τε τῷ κλήρῳ καὶ ἐν τῇ χειροτονίᾳ. Probably K. is right in 
adopting Cobet’s στρατηγιῶν, but why should κλήρων be 
omitted altogether ἢ 

1. 5 ἐν γὰρ τοῖς BeAticros .. . ἐν δὲ τῷ δήμῳ κ-.τ.λ. 

Probably ἐν <pev> γάρ. 

Ibid. 4 τε γὰρ πενία αὐτοὺς μᾶλλον ἄγει ἐπὶ τὰ αἰσχρὰ καὶ 
ἡ ἀπαιδευσία καὶ ἡ ἀμαθία δι’ ἔνδειαν χρημάτων ἐνίοις τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων. 

Should we insert ἐνοῦσα after ἐνίοις ? 

1. 14 περὶ δὲ τῶν συμμάχων, ὅτι κ-.τ.λ. 
There is no construction for ὄτι, which Dindorf therefore 

brackets. Read « ἐρῶ!» ὅτι, as in 1. 2 πρῶτον μὲν οὖν τοῦτο 
ἐρῶ, ὅτι K.T.A. 

- Ibid. συκοφαντοῦσι..., καὶ μισοῦσι τοὺς χρηστούς. 

Μισοῦσι has been doubted but is confirmed by 2. 19 τοὺς 
δὲ χρηστοὺς μισοῦσι μᾶλλον. 
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2. 1 τῶν μὲν πολεμίων ἥττους Te σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἡγοῦνται εἶναι — 
καὶ μείζους. 

Kalinka adopts for μείζους the conjecture ὀλείζους, a word 
for which there is, I think, no literary authority of anything © 
like this date, though it occurs several times in inscriptions, — 
I should incline rather to Dobree’s μείους (in the same — 
sense of fewer), were it not that X. is probably the only 
good Attic prose writer known to us who makes any use οὗ 
the word. 

2, 8... αἵ μὲν μέγάλαι (πόλεις) διὰ δέος ἄρχονται, αἱ δὲ 
μικραὶ πάνυ (Cobet adds καὶ) διὰ χρείαν. 

K. suggests making δέος and χρείαν change places. In 
the principle of this I concur, for fear is much more ~ 
applicable to small cities and convenience to large ones. 
But I would rather get the right meaning by exchanging 
the places of μεγάλαι and μικραί. It seems more natural 
to take the small places first. Πάνυ too goes better with 
μεγάλαι. 

2. 7 τρόπους εὐωχιῶν ἐξηῦρον. 

Do we not seem to want «πολλοὺς;» τρόπους, ΟΥ̓ 

something like it ? 

Ibid. The text is very uncertain, but ἠθροῖσθαι may . 
perhaps stand for ἤθροισται or ἠθροίσθη. : 

2. 11. τὸν δὲ πλοῦτον μόνοι οἷοί τ᾽ εἰσὶν ἔχειν τῶν ae 
καὶ τῶν βαρβάρων. 

This statement seems too unqualified to be right, but I 
do not distinctly see what limitation should be put upon it. 
So with 1. 13 τοὺς δὲ... ὁ δῆμος. 

2.12 ἐγὼ μὲν οὐδὲν ποιῶν ἐκ τῆς γῆς πάντα ταῦτα ἔχω διὰ 
τὴν θάλατταν. - 

There is no need to follow Schneider in reading πονῶν 
and so leaving ἐκ τῆς γῆς with no proper construction. 
Cf, Ar. Peace 1322 κριθὰς ποιεῖν : Dem. 42. 20 ποιῇς σίτου 
μὲν μεδίμνους πλέον ἢ χιλίους, οἴνου δὲ κιτιλ. : [Aristot.] ᾿Αθ. 
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Πολ. 7. 4 ποιῇ πεντακόσια μέτρα... ξηρὰ καὶ ὑγρά : Herod. 
1. 142. 11 

2. 15 πρὸς δὲ τούτοις καὶ ἑτέρου δέους ἀπηλλαγμένοι ἂν ἦσαν, 
εἰ νῆσον ᾧκουν, μηδέποτε προδοθῆναι τὴν πόλιν k.T.X. 

It is just possible that μηδέποτε προδοθῆναι may be 
explained as a very loose construction after δέους ἀπηλ- 
λαγμένοι, as ‘though those words = πιστεύοντες : but such a 
construction is so out of keeping with the simple and exact 
grammar of this book that I should rather suppose some 
participle like πιστεύοντες to have been lost. ἹΠροδοθῆναι 
seems in any case to require an av. 

3. 1 καὶ τοῦτο ᾿Αθήνησι γίγνεται K.T.Xr. 

Logic seems rather to require καί «τοι». In Herod. 
3. 81. 2 most MSS. have καί, but R’s καίτοι is clearly 
right. 

3. 2 δεῖ ἑορτάσαι ἑορτὰς ὅσας οὐδεμία τῶν ᾿Ελληνίδων 
πόλεων. 

Τῇ in 2. 8 Kirchhoff writes οἱ « ἄλλοι; Ἕλληνες, he ought 
to write here οὐδεμία « ἄλλη. Soin 1. 1 and repeatedly 
in the #&.LZ. But it is probably unnecessary in either 
place. See the Indices to Demosthenes (Blass-Rehdantz) 
8.v. Ἑλλάς. 

3.6 ὡς οὐδὲ viv δι᾿ ἐνιαυτοῦ δικάζοντες ὑπάρχουσιν ὥστε 
᾿ παύειν τοὺς ἀδικοῦντας. 

The old emendation ἐπαρκοῦσιν, which Kirchhoff and 
other recent editors adopt, gives the right meaning, but 
should probably make way for ἀπαρκοῦσιν. The only known 
place where ἐπαρκεῖν seemed to mean ‘ suffice’ was the line 
of Solon, δήμῳ μὲν yap ἔδωκα τόσον κράτος, ὅσσον ἐπαρκεῖ, 
and there Coray’s conjecture of ἀπαρκεῖ has been confirmed 
by the papyrus of [Aristotle’s] ᾿Αθηναίων πολιτεία. Tf 

 ἀπαρκοῦσιν, and not the simple ἀρκοῦσιν, should be read 
here, it will be another instance of a distinctly old 
word. 

F 
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3. 12 Ὑπολάβοι δέ τις ἂν ὡς οὐδεὶς dpa ἀδίκως ἠτίμωται 
᾿Αθήνησι. 

Cobet was surely right, though K. seems not to follow 
him, in saying that οὐδεὶς dpa κιτ.λ. must be a question, and 
understanding ὑπολάβοι of an objection or rejoinder. 
Cobet omitted as. Should we turn it into ἴσως ἢ or into 
πῶς; οὐδεὶς ἄρα x.t.A.? The latter would not be more 
vivacious than the φέρε δή of 3. 5 and 7. 
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Tue text of Pierleoni (Weidmann, 1905) is now the 
best. 

1. 1 “AAN ἐγὼ ἐννοήσας ποτὲ K.7.X. 

The abrupt Xn. beginning should be noticed. He likes 
beginning as though he were continuing, Compare 
particularly the first words of the Symposiwm, ᾿Αλλ’ ἐμοὶ 
δοκεῖ καιτιλ. (The 1.4. has a δέ at its beginning, like the 
Oeconomicus, Apologia, and Hellenics.) Aristophanes 
begins the Lysistrata with an ἀλλά. 

1. 4 οὕτω καὶ ταῖς θηλείαις ἀγῶνας πρὸς ἀλλήλας ἐποίησε, 
νομίζων ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων ἰσχυρῶν καὶ τὰ ἔκγονα ἐρρωμενέστερα 
γίγνεσθαι. 

Comparison of 2. 3-6 and other places makes it pretty 
certain that Cobet was right in adding dy to go with 
γίγνεσθαι. Probably we should write κἄν for καί, but ἄν 
may be inserted elsewhere. There are two other passages 
in the book where ἄν seems to have been lost. In 4. 1 
νομίζων τούτους, εἰ γένοιντο οἵους δεῖ, πλεῖστον ῥέπειν ἐπὶ TO 
ἀγαθὸν τῇ πόλει, it is again probable, though not necessary, 
that dv should be added after πλεῖστον. In 8. 5 ἐπήρετο 
τὸν θεὸν εἰ λῷον καὶ ἄμεινον εἴη TH Σπάρτῃ πειθομένῃ ols αὐτὸς 
ἔθηκε νόμοις, av seems certainly required with εἴη, because 
the thing is still future and hypothetical. In the parallel 
passage, De Vectigalrbus 6. 2 ἐπερέσθαι τοὺς θεοὺς εἰ λῷον καὶ 
ἄμεινον εἴη ἂν τῇ πόλει οὕτω κατασκευαζομένῃ, Schneider and 
Dindorf can hardly be right in omitting ἄν. Anab. 3. 1.7 
and 6. 2.15 are somewhat different. It is one thing to 
Say πότερον λῷόν ἐστι πορεύεσθαι ἢ μένειν ; another to say 

Ε 2 



68 THE MINOR WORKS OF XENOPHON 

πότερον λῷόν ἐστι (for ἔσται or εἴη ἂν) πειθομένῳ ; and the 
latter seems to me wrong, for λῷόν ἐστι πειθομένῳ implies 
actual obedience in present time. On Thuc. 8. 92. 10 
see Goodhart ad loc. Cf. my note below on Vect. 6. 2. 

1. 6 καὶ τοῦτο συμφέρον τῇ εὐγονίᾳ νομίζων. 

Probably συμφέρειν. 

1. 7 τἀναντία καὶ τούτου ἐνόμισε: τῷ γὰρ πρεσβύτῃ ἐποίησεν, 
ὁποίου ἀνδρὸς σῶμά τε καὶ ψυχὴν ἀγασθείη, τοῦτον ἐπαγομένῳ 
τεκνοποιήσασθαι. 

With ἐποίησεν we should expect τὸν πρεσβύτην, not 
τῷ πρεσβύτῃ. Cf. 6. 1 ἐποίησε παίδων ἕκαστον ἄρχειν. 
Stephanus was perhaps right in wishing to insert νόμον or _ 
νόμιμον. We have νόμον ἐποίησεν . . . τεκνοποιεῖσθαι a few 
lines later and in 4. 7 τοῖς τηλικούτοις νόμιμον ἐποίησε κ.τ.λ. 
Dindorf compares 2. 10: 6. 1. 3 and 4; but in all these 
we have an accusative or at least no dative. 

2.3 It is hard to believe that ὄρθιάδε βαίνειν can be 
right, the more so as the simple βαίνειν is extremely rare 
in Attic prose. (Cf. however De Re Hq. 1. 3 ὁμοίως 
βαίνουσι.) Stobaeus has ὄρθια ἐκβαίνειν, but ἀναβαίνειν is 
the word we seem to want. 

2. 12 εἰσὶ δὲ καὶ ot παντάπασι τοῦ διαλέγεσθαι τοὺς ἐραστὰς 
εἴργουσιν ἀπὸ τῶν παίδων. 

Cf. Plat. Symp. 188 ὁ μὴ ἐῶσι διαλέγεσθαι τοῖς ἐρασταῖς. 

It is hardly possible that εἴργουσι should take both τοῦ 
δ. and ἀπὸ τ.π. In Cyrop. 5. 1. 25 (cod ἀπελείφθη τοῦ μή 
σοι ἀκολουθεῖν) τό is now read for τοῦ. But that passage 
and some others quoted here by Haase suggest strongly, 
what had occurred to me otherwise, that we should insert 
a negative. IRfwe read τοῦ «μὴ» διαλέγεσθαι, we can then 
take it as an instance of rod or τοῦ μή in a final sense, 
that they might have no intercourse with them at all, 
though the words come in a rather strange order. It is 
not a little curious that there are several other passages in 
this short treatise in which τό or τοῦ and an infinitive gives 
us trouble. See 4. 6: 5. 7: 8.3: each of which has its 
own peculiarities, not easy to deal with in any one way. 
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2. 14 It seems clear that the end of Ch. 2 and the end 
of Ch. 3 should change places, as Weiske pointed out ; but 
the error is a very odd one. Editors have read παιδίσκων 
for παιδικῶν in 3. 5 as though young men who were ἐκ 
παίδων ἐκβεβηκότες (3. 1) could be called παιδίσκοι. But in 
4. 6 the παιδονόμος is still more inappropriate, as X. is now 
speaking of of ἡβῶντες. Whom are we to put in his 
place ? 

4. §§ 3, 4 seem quite inadequate after the marked 
introduction of the subject by ὡς οὖν κιτιλ., ἐξηγήσομαι, 
and, even if we ignore that, leave the whole thing imper- 
fectly stated. What are the men chosen to do? Something 
must have been lost. 

5. 3 οὔτε ἔρημός ποτε ἡ τράπεζα βρωτῶν γίγνεται, ἔστ᾽ ἂν 
διασκηνῶσι. 

The meaning is ‘ until the party has broken up.’ Read 
therefore διασκηνήσωσι. The present tense would mean 
‘while it is breaking up.’ 

5. 5 Elsewhere persons of the same age sit together: 
6 δὲ Λυκοῦργος ἐν TH Σπάρτῃ ἀνέμιξε παιδεύεσθαι τὰ πολλὰ 
τοὺς νεωτέρους ὑπὸ τῆς τῶν γεραιτέρων ἐμπειρίας. 

᾿Απέδειξε and ἐνόμισε have been suggested for ἀνέμιξε, 
but the latter is much too suitable a word to be wrong. 
Cobet thinks complura eaxciderunt. Will it not be 
enough to read ἀνέμιξε, <PovrdAdpevos> παιδεύεσθαι, or 
<as>? 

5. 8 It is clear that the words ὡς μήποτε αὐτοὶ ἐλάττους 
τῶν σιτίων γίγνεσθαι must be altered in some such way as 
Hug suggests, so as to convey the meaning that the 
exercises (πόνοι) of the men, not the men themselves 
(which is meaningless), were to be μὴ ἐλάττους τῶν σιτίων. 
The φιλοπονῇ preceding proves this, and I had conjectured 
the same thing before seeing Hug’s emendation. I should 
Suggest ὡς μήποτε αὐτοῖς <mdvovs> ἐλάττους κιτ.λ. ἐπι- 
μελεῖσθαι ὡς (ὥστε) with infinitive would seem admissible, 
even if it does not actually occur. 
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6.1 ἐποίησε παίδων ἕ ἕκαστον ὁμοίως “τῶν ἑαυτοῦ καὶ TOV 
ἀλλοτρίων ἄ ἄρχειν" ὅταν δέ τις εἰδῇ ὅτι οὗτοι “πατέρες εἰσὶ τῶν 
παίδων ὧν αὐτὸς ἄρχει, ἀνάγκη οὕτως ἄρχειν ὥσπερ ἂν καὶ τῶν 
ἑαυτοῦ ἄρχεσθαι βούλοιτο. 

Editors have found it difficult to see the meaning οὗ οὗτοι. 
Perhaps Xenophon wrote «τοσοῦτο. He must rule 
justly, because there are so many fathers to retaliate on 
his own children if he does not. 

6. 4 ἀνοίξαντας τὰ σήμαντρα λαβόντας ὅσων ἂν δέωνται 
σημηναμένους καταλιπεῖν. 

We seem to want ‘ reseal,’ ἀνασημηναμένους, αὖθις σημηνα- 
μένους, or an equivalent. Cf. Laws 954 B, co, where πάλιν 
is added. 

A 3 ‘ , “ a 
7. 4 του γε εἰς τους συσκήνους ενεκα ἔχειν δαπανᾶν. 

As the construction is ἕνεκα τοῦ ἔχειν δαπανᾶν, the order 
is very remarkable, and I do not fee] sure that it can be 
right. Perhaps δαπανᾶν ἔχειν ἕνεκα, the two trisyllabic 
words changing places. 

7.5 καὶ yap χώρας μεγάλης καὶ ἁμάξης ἀγωγῆς δέοιτ᾽ ἄν. 

From the parallel passage in Plutarch ἀποθήκης τε 
μεγάλης καὶ ζεύγους ἄγοντος Dindorf would read ἀγούσης for 
ἀγωγῆς Perhaps it should be ἀξούσης here and ἄξοντος in 
Plutarch, for the future is much more idiomatic. Cf. Hell. 
7. 2. 17 ἐγγυητὰς καθιστάντες τῶν ἀξόντων ὑποζυγίων. 

8, 8 ὅσῳ γὰρ μείζω δύναμιν ἔχει ἡ ἀρχή, τοσούτῳ μᾶλλον 
ἡγήσαντο αὐτὴν καὶ καταπλήξειν τοὺς πολίτας. 

I think ἔχει should in any case be ἔχο. But according 
to Sauppe libri tantwm non omnes habent ἄν before 
ἡγήσαντο. Perhaps therefore we should read ἔχοι 
and μᾶλλον ἂν ἡγήσαντο... καταπλῆξαι, which will be a 

more regular sequence. 

9.5 γυναικὸς δὲ κενὴν ἑστίαν οὐ περιοπτέον. 

ov, which gives quite the wrong meaning, is wanting in 
one MS. of some value and is omitted by Dindorf. 
Perhaps we should read αὖ, a word which occurs many 
times in this book, and is used in 13. 10 and 15. 5 just 
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as it would be here, to introduce a new, not a contrasted, 
point. 

10. 2 θεὶς yap τοὺς γέροντας κυρίους Tod περὶ τῆς ψυχῆς 
ἀγῶνος «.T.X. 

There certainly seems to be some strange confusion 
either in the text or in the writer’s mind. It is practically 
impossible that 6 περὶ τῆς ψυχῆς ἀγών can have here any 
but its ordinary meaning, which it has also in 8. 4 (περὶ 
τῆς ψυχῆς εἰς ἀγῶνα καταστῆσαι), of trial for life. Aristotle 
also (Pol. 3. 1. 1275b 10) says οἱ γέροντες τὰς φονικὰς (δίκας) 
δικάζουσι.;Σ: Yet the writer immediately goes on to remarks 
about ψυχῶν ἀγαθῶν κρίσις, and οἱ ἀγῶνες of τῶν ψυχῶν 88 
compared with οἱ τῶν σωμάτων, which refer to the election 
of the Gerontes (ὃ περὶ τῆς yepovrias ἀγών 3), as though 
these words (θεὶς yap x.7-\.) referred to the same thing. 
The well-known statement in Plutarch Lycurg. 26 about 
the election of the Gerontes seems inconsistent with any 
such interpretation, even if it were the natural one. 

11. 2 ἁπάντων τὰ μὲν ἁμάξῃ προστέτακται παρέχειν, τὰ 
δὲ ὑποζυγίῳ. 

Editors now read ἅπαντα, but the datives remain 
without proper construction. I thought first of μὲν 
<év>, which would still leave ὑποζυγίῳ rather doubtful. 
Now I incline to change ἁπάντων or ἅπαντα to ἄγοντα. 

ibid. Something seems missing here that would explain 
the words οὕτω γὰρ ἥκιστ᾽ ἂν τὸ ἐκλεῖπον διαλάθοι. They 
can hardly be justified by the bare fact that some stores 
were carried in waggons and some by beasts of burden. 

11. 3 Lycurgus ordered the troops στολὴν μὲν ἔχειν 
φοινικίδα καὶ χαλκῆν ἀσπίδα, ταύτην νομίζων ἥκιστα μὲν 
γυναικείᾳ κοινωνεῖν, πολεμικωτάτην δ᾽ εἶναι: καὶ γὰρ τάχιστα 
λαμπρύνεται καὶ σχολαιότατα ῥυπαίνεται. ἐφῆκε δὲ καὶ κομᾶν 
κιτιλ. 

_ Ταύτην should refer to στολήν, and καὶ γὰρ κιτιλ. to χαλκῆν 
ἀσπίδα (cf. 13. 8), but with the present order of words this 
is impossible. It would be secured, if we might transfer 
καὶ χαλκῆν ἀσπίδα from its present place to follow εἶναι. 
Possibly λαμπρύνεται and ῥυπαίνεται should be infinitives. 
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11.10 J ebb’s emendation of ἀπωθοῦσιν to ἄποθεν (better 
ἄπωθεν 1) οὖσιν and omission of 7 should certainly be 
received. When he writes ἄποθεν οὖσιν ἀντιπάλους ete. 
(Dakyns’ Xenophon ii. 317 τι. 3), I take ἀντιπάλους to be a 
slip of the pen for ἐναντίους. 

12. 7 παραλελειμμένα .. . ὅσα δεῖ ἐπιμελείας. 

Surely δεῖται is as necessary as it is well attested, though 
neither Dindorf nor Pierleoni adopts it. The genitive © 
ἐπιμελείας cannot well depend upon ὅσα. 

15. 6 μᾶλλον should perhaps be μάλιστα, a change that — 
has to be made in other passages. In μᾶλλον the reference — 
is not definite enough. 7 | 



VIII.—_THE AGEHSILAUS 

Since Valckenaer first expressed an opinion that the 
Agesilaus was not the work of Xenophon, its authenticity 
has been much discussed. Perhaps the chief argument on 
one side has been the style. Critics have said with some 

reason that in places it reminded them less of X. than of 
_Isocrates. But, just as with the two Constitutions, no one 
that I know of has gone carefully enough through the 

vocabulary and syntax of the book, comparing them with 
what we know of X.’s usual way of writing. They have 
indeed received much less attention than the language of 
the Constitutions, and a few detached remarks are all that 
seem to have been made on the subject. I will endeavour 
to examine them somewhat more systematically, though of 
course not exhaustively. 
_For our purpose it will be well to divide the book into 

three parts. The first two chapters are largely, though not 
entirely, made up of passages taken from the Hellenics or 
at least agreeing more or less verbatim with passages in 
the Hellenics; and, so far as this agreement goes, the 
Style, vocabulary, etc. cannot be used as an argument. 
These two chapters, therefore, which are yet highly 
deserving of our attention, I will reserve to the end, taking 
first chapters 3-10, and then separately chapter 11, the 
authenticity of which has been more particularly doubted. 

In chapters 3-10 we find again a few of the words we 
have already noticed as Xenophontean. Ὥς -- ὥστε with 
indicative occurs in 3. 2 (οὕτως ἐσέβετο... ds... ἐνόμιζον) : 
ἔνθα, ‘where,’ occurs 5.7: 6.2: 10.1: τέκνα 3. 3: πάμπαν 
5.3: μεῖον 6. 3 and μειονεκτεῖν 4,5: 7. 2: εὐφροσύνη 9. 4. 
‘But there are very many more of the same kind to be 
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el i eS ee  ν 
added. I will take the chapters seriatvm. Λάφυρα is a 
tragic word unknown to Attic prose, but X. uses it in Hell. 
5. 1. 24, and either λάφυρα πωλεῖν or λαφυροπωλεῖν 1 in Anab. 
6. 6. 38: it is used here in 4. 6. In the words ὅστις δ᾽ 
ἡρεῖτο καὶ σὺν τῷ γενναίῳ μειονεκτεῖν ἢ σὺν τῷ ἀδίκῳ πλέον ἢ 

ἔχειν (4. 5) we have language doubly characteristic of Xx. 
for it is his way not only to use σύν (so σὺν ᾿Αγησιλάῳ in — 
3. 4) where most prose writers use μετά, but to combine it : 
with certain substantives or quasi-substantives so as to 
produce a sort of adverbial expression. In poetry we find 
σὺν δίκῃ, etc. : in prose it is Χ, who gives us such phrases 
as σὺν τῷ καλῷ (Cyr. 8. 1. 32): σὺν τῷ δικαίῳ Kat καλῷ 
(Anab. 2. 6. 18) : οὐδαμῶς σὺν τῇ βίᾳ, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον σὺν τῇ | 

] 

εὐεργεσίᾳ (Cyr. 8. 7. 13): σὺν τῷ σῷ ἀγαθῷ (vb. "3, 1; .16): σὺν 
κραυγῇ» σὺν γέλωτι, etc. Πῇ (4. 8 πῇ av τις αὐτὸν εἰκότως αἰτιά- 
σαιτο ; ) is common ἴῃ X. and Plato, very little used, I think, 
by the orators. Demosthenes has it once only, and that in 
almost his earliest speech (29.1). Θοίνη is another word 
not used, as far as we can tell, in ordinary Attic, though 
Plato has it eight or ten times. It occurs in Cyr. 4. 2. 89 
and here in 5. 1: also θοινάζω in 8. 7 (θοινατικός Oec. 9. 7). — 
Μόχθος and μοχθεῖν do not occur at all in the orators. 
Aristophanes uses the verb three or four times, but in the 
Plutus only, and always in anapaests or trochaics; the 
substantive in some burlesque anapaests in T'hesm. 780. 
The words do not seem to be used at all by Plato. On the 
other hand X. uses the noun twice in the Symposiwm and — 
the verb half a dozen times in various places. The verb 
occurs here in 5. 8. ᾿Ανὰ κράτος is another Xn. expression 
not shared by Plato, who uses the more Attic κατὰ κράτος τ 
it occurs here in ὅ. 4: 8.3. X. often uses ἀντίος where 
more Attic writers use ἐναντίος : so here in 5. 7 we have 
ἀντία τῆς Ἑλλάδος = ἐναντίον τῆς Ἑλλάδος. ᾿Αγάλλεσθαι is 
unknown to Aristophanes and the orators : "Thucydid eS 
has it a half dozen times, Plato once or twice, X. in at least 
a dozen places. It is used here three times (5.3: 9.1 and 4). 

The use of θυμῷ ‘ with spirit’ as in θυμῷ μάχεσθαι (6. 2) 
may be found once or twice in Thucydides and in Cyr. 4 
2. 21 ἴωμεν ῥώμῃ καὶ θυμῷ ἐπὶ τοὺς πολεμίους, but it must be 
very uncommon. The frequent use of θυμῷ = ὀργῇ, as in 
τὰ θυμῷ πραχθέντα, in the ninth book of Plato’s Laws is 

7 
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similar, but not quite identical. Παρέχειν, used as in 6. 4 
τοὺς δὲ στρατιώτας ἅμα πειθομένους καὶ φιλοῦντας αὐτὸν παρεῖχε, 
where it simply means ‘make so and so,’ ‘ put into a certain 
condition,’ is very characteristic of X. (see the index in 
Holden’s Oecon.), and the way in which it is followed by εἶχε 
in the next sentence, τούς ye μὴν πολεμίους εἶχε ψέγειν μὲν 
οὗ δυναμένους k.T.A., corresponds curiously to a passage Oecon. 
21. 4-5. On ὅπου τάχους δέοι (6. 5: cf. A.D. 2. 9) we may 
remark that X. always uses τάχος, never ταχυτής, and on λήθων 
in the same ὃ that λήθω as a by-form of λανθάνω is found 
in a few passages (Oec. 7. 31: Symp. 4. 48) of X. alone 
among Attic prose writers. The phrase νυκτὶ ὅσαπερ ἡμέρᾳ 
χρῆσθαι, which on &.L. 5.7 we saw to be Xn., occurs again 
here in 6.6. With regard to 6. 7 συντεταγμένον οὕτως... 
ὡς ἂν ἐπικουρεῖν μάλιστα ἑαυτῷ δύναιτο see the remarks on 
ὡς av in Goodwin M. T. App. 4. 1 (6) : ἐπικουρῶ we saw 
on £.L. 2. 6 to be Xn. ᾿Ατρεμής and kindred words occur 
very seldom in Attic prose, though they are found. X. 
has ἀτρεμὲς ὄμμα in Symp. ὃ. 3: ἀτρεμία Cyr. 6. 3. 13. 
᾿Ατρέμας occurs a few times in the disputed Cynegeticus. 
Here we have τὸ ἀτρεμές in 6. 7. Ῥώμη used (6. 8) of 
courage may be compared with Hell. 7. 5. 23 where ῥώμη 
is opposed to aOvpia. Ὠφέλημα is a word of the poets, not 
to be found in orators or Plato, but we have it in Hero 10. 
3 and here in 7.2. Ἠρεμεῖν, not in Thucydides, comedy, 
or orators, but Platonic, is used three or four times by X. 
(who also has ἠρεμίζω) and here in 7. 3. Λατρεύω (7. 2) is 
very little of a prose word, but cf. Cyr. 3. 1. 36. On the 
syntax of 7. 6. δρᾶν χρὴ μὴ οὐδ᾽ ἕξομεν κιτιλ. see Weber 
2.74. Δωρεῖσθαι (7. 7) is a favourite word with X. and 
Plato, but hardly used in comedy or oratory. On the 
exceptional use of ὡς in an ‘object sentence’ (7. 7 ἐπεμε- 
λήθη ἢ ὅπως... ἢ ὅπως... ἢ ὡς x.7.A.) see Goodwin w.s. 

ΟΡ. 402. Φιλόστοργος (8. 1) and μεγαληγορεῖν (8. 2) can be 
Sage in the same and kindred forms from X., but 

rdly from any other good prose writer. With peya- 
λογνωμοσύνη (8. 3) and μεγαλογνώμων (9. 6) cf. μεγαλογνώμων 
in Oec. 21. 8: the word is very rare. Τεχνᾶσθαι (9. 3) is 
scarcely used by the orators, Plato, or comedy (see how- 
ever Ar. Vesp. 176), but occasionally by X. Maoreiw 
(9. 8) -- ζητῶ is a word characteristic of X., not used in 
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pure prose. In 9. 3 we have also κοιμᾶσθαι, equally poetical 4 
and equally Xn. Tépzew, a word avoided by the orators 
but used two or three times, as also is τερπνός, by X., will 
be found in 9. 4. The use of ἀνά in 9. 7 ἀνὰ πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν 
is not found in the best Attic prose, but there are many 
examples of it in X. ’AAxy (10. 1) is used three or four 
times by X., who is also fond of ἄλκιμος : it occurs now 
and then in Thucydides, not in oratory, comedy, or even 
Plato. In 10. 4 we have μήκιστος, not found in pure prose 
but used Cyr. 4. 5, 28: we have seen before that X. also 
uSeS μάσσων. 

The use of particles in these chapters is, as far as I can 
judge, quite Xn., though Roquette (De X. Vita p. 40) lays 
stress on the disproportionate use of τοιγαροῦν in Ages. (five 
times out of a total of nineteen), and though I do not j 
notice a καί---δέ anywhere. The writer, too, pays no more 
attention than X. to the occurrence of hiatus. 

Chapter 11 is certainly, in style, more full of antitheses 
and other Isocratean turns of expression than we are 
accustomed to find in X. It is therefore a matter of par- 

. ticular interest to see whether the vocabularly is Xn. or 
no. We find in the first sentence his characteristic ὡς final 
and in the concluding sentence of the book his equally 
characteristic ὡς for dare. Λήγω occurs very seldom in the 
orators, often in X. and Plato: cf. 11. 2 here with 1. 37: 
2.14 and 20. Πάμπαν occurs again 11. 4: μήκιστον again 
11. 15. The above-mentioned use of σύν is illustrated in 
11. 11 by τῷ μεγαλόφρονι οὐ σὺν ὕβρει, ἀλλὰ σὺν γνώμῃ ἐχρῆτο. 
᾿Αρεστός (11. 5), used once by Lysias alone of the orators 
(Isocrates has δυσάρεστος twice), is rather a favourite word 
with X. Κρυψίνους (11. 5) is found in Cyr. 1. 6. 27. The form 
στερίσκω (11. 5) is used once or twice by X., once apparently 
by Plato, more often by Thucydides, hardly by orators — 
or comic poets. Διαπονεῖν, -εἶσθαι (11. 7) are often found — 
in X. and Plato, not often elsewhere. Characteristic of 
them both is also the extended use of ἐρᾶν as in 11. 9 
δόξης οὐδεμιᾶς ἤρα: cf. 3. 1. ᾿Αμαυροῦν (11. 12) 15. a 

' 1 Tf I call words poetical, I do not mean to imply any theory 
_ that X. took them from the poets. He is more likely to have taken 

them from the conversation and prose writings of Ionians and 
Dorians. 
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poetical word (occurring as does ἀμαυρός, as a matter-of-fact 
vocabulum artis, in the disputed Cynegeticus) that does 
not surprise us in X. ᾿Αγήρατος (11. 14) is found in Cyr. 
8. 7. 22: Mem. 4. 3. 13. We have had occasion before, 
in speaking of the f.L., to observe that μεγαλεῖος, padvoupyia 
and καλοκἀγαθία (11. 6 and 16) were favourite words with 
X. I think the same may be said of ἐκπονεῖν (11. 9) and 
of διαγίγνεσθαι with a participle (11. 16). We may notice 

as before the Xn. use of ἀνά in ἀνὰ πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν (11. 16), 
and the Xn. ἀμφί (11. 11) for the more Attic περί. In 11. 11 
ἐκαλλωπίζετο TH μὲν ἀμφὶ τὸ σῶμα φαυλότητι, τῷ δ᾽ ἀμφὶ τὸ 
στράτευμα κόσμῳ is, if lam not mistaken, an unusual use 
of μέν and δέ for ἀμφὶ μὲν τὸ σῶμα---ἀμφὶ δὲ τὸ στράτευμα. 
But it has its exact parallel Cyr. 5. 2. 82 μεμνημένους τῆς 

μὲν τοῦδε τοῦ στρατεύματος τόλμης, τῆς δ᾽ αὑτῶν φυγῆς τε 
καὶ συμφορᾶς. In the use of particles there seems to be 
nothing noticeable about this chapter, unless it be the 
somewhat clumsy frequency of ye μήν. Hiatus occurs very 
little in the earlier part, more often in the later. Thus 
we find τῷ μὲν δικαίῳ ἀρκεῖν ἡγούμενος τὸ ἐᾶν τἀλλότρια (8) : 
τὸ εὔχαρι οὐ σκώμμασιν ... τῷ μεγαλόφρονι οὐ σὺν ὕβρει, ἀλλὰ 
σὺν γνώμῃ ἐχρῆτο (11): τῇ πατρίδι ὠφέλιμος and τῆς ἑαυτοῦ 

ἀρετῆς (16). These things are worth noticing, because a 5071}- 
tor in schola quadam Isocratea eruditus and producing ex 
Isocratea officna profectas sententias (Hartman in Analecta 
Xenophontea) was comparatively unlikely to let them pass. 

I turn back now to the narrative part of the book, the 
first two chapters, which go over the same ground as por- 
tions of the Hellenics and have whole passages in common 
with it. I shall ignore such words as are found in the 
corresponding passages of the Hellenics and notice some 
which belong to the Ageszlaus only. 

X., like Plato, makes much freer use of ἐγχειρεῖν, as an 
equivalent for ἐπιχειρεῖν, than the orators do. We find 
in 1. 1 ὅμως δ᾽ ἐγχειρητέον. Μείων is used several times 
(1. 1 and 13: 2, 1, etc.). The aorist ὠρέχθην is quoted 
from no prose writer but X. (Mem. 1. 2. 16: Symp. 8. 35), 
for in Isocr. Hp. 6. 9 ὀριγνηθῆναι seems the better reading 
(Blass): we have it here in 1. 4. In the same section and 
again in 1. 26: 2. 7 we have the double τε (= τε---καί), rare 

in prose but sometimes used by X. We have three instances 
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in these chapters (1. 8,-perhaps not certain: 2. 6 and 81) 
of a single re used to attach a sentence or clause to some-— 
thing preceding: this is also used by X., but it occurs now 
and then in almost every writer. Ἐρίζω (1. 5) is a poetical 
word used by Plato and once or twice by X. ‘The temporal 
use of ἐπεί, which we noticed in &.L. as characteristic of 
X. and Thucydides, occurs in 1. 5 and many other passages 
of these two narrative chapters. Κατάδηλος (1. 6) is used 
occasionally by X. and Plato, apparently only once or 
twice in an orator (Isocrates). Πρόσθεν we saw before to 
be very common in X. in place of the more ordinary Attic 
ἔμπροσθεν : it occurs here (1. 8, etc.) some half-dozen times. 
In 1. 18 see as to λαφυροπωλεῖν the remark above on λάφυρα 
in 4. 6, and notice that προτελεῖν is found Anab. 7. 7. 25: 
Vect. 3. 9: probably not elsewhere in the best Greek. The 
words in 1. 19 ὁπότε αὐτόμολοι... χρήματα ἐθέλοιεν ὑφηγεῖσθαι 
seem a clear case οὗ ἐθέλω = βούλομαι, wish, not mere willing- 
ness. This is extremely rare in Attic prose, except in a 
few set phrases such as ὃ ἐθέλων, ds ἂν ἐθέλῃ, ἂν 6 θεὸς θέλῃ. CE. 
however Mem. 2. 1. 28: Anab. 3. 1. 25 and 4. 4.5: Cyr. 
2. 2. 11 and 8. 7. 26. With the phrase χρήματα ὑφηγεῖσθαι 
may be compared ἀγαθὰ ὑφηγεῖσθαι in Cyr. 8. 7. 15. We 
have also in 1. 19 the first of four examples contained in 
these two chapters of X.’s special use of ws with ‘object 
clauses’ (see on 7. 7 above and ef. 1. 22: 2, 1 and 31 for 
the other examples): ἐπεμέλετο ὡς διὰ τῶν φίλων ἁλίσκοιτο. 
The poetical ἀέναος (1. 20) is found in Cyr. 4. 2, 44. Ὡς 
final occurs 1. 23: ἔδοξεν αὐτῷ ἱππικὸν κατασκευαστέον εἶναι, 
ὡς μὴ δραπετεύοντα πολεμεῖν δέοι αὐτόν. It is probably by 
an oversight that Goodwin ranks this as an ‘ object clause.’ 
Another example occurs in 2. 8 ὡς ἱκανοὶ εἶεν. "Ava τὰ 
πεδία (1. 23) and ἀνὰ τὰ ὄρη (2. 22) is the Xn. use noticed 
above. ᾿Αγαστῶς (1. 24) seems unique, but X. four times 
uses ἀγαστός, and Plato is perhaps the only other good 
prose writer who employs it. Ρώμῃ is used of courage in 
1. 28 asin 6. 8. ᾿Αποθύω (1. 34) occurs twice in Anab.: 
ὁμονόως (1. 37) in Cyr. 6. 4. 15: ἐθελούσιος (1. 38) several 
times in Cyr. 

The first section of ch. 2 gives us στόλος, a historian’s 
word very rare in the orators. In 2. 6 στράτευμα. . . ἠγάγετο, 
may be compared with Anab. 1. 10. 17: Cyr. 5. 4. 39, 
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We find ὡς -- ὥστε in 2.7. Καὶ μέντοι (2. 9) is thoroughly 
Xn. Μετὰ χεῖρας (2. 14) is an old or hardly Attic phrase 
(Thuc. 1. 138.4: Herod. 7. 16: cf. μεταχειρίζομαι) which 
causes us no surprise in X. Εὐπετής (2. 18 εὐπετῶς), though 
rare in the orators, is a favourite word with X. Πασσυδίᾳ 
(2.19) or πασσυδί may be found in Hell. 4. 4. 9: Thue. 
8.1.1: and in poetry. Πῃ (2. 21) like πῇ (4. 3) belongs 
to X. and Plato, occurring very seldom in oratory or 
comedy. Karaxaivw (2. 22 and 23) is a form used by poets 
and by X. The plural verb in σφάλματα ἐγένοντο (2. 23) is 
much more in X.’s way than in that of any otherAttic prose 
writer, even Aristotle. vv is used in 23 and 24, perhaps 
elsewhere. Τῷ παντί with πλέον and with κρατεῖν (2. 24) is 
also Xn., and εὔρωστος (7bid.) is a word used two or three 
times by him. Finally we may notice one of the rare 
points of syntax as distinguished from vocabulary in 
which X. seems to depart from the Attic rule. For the 
imperfect in 2. 28 ἄσμενος ἤκουσεν ὅτι μετεπέμπετο αὐτόν We 

should ordinarily have μεταπέμπεται or μεταπέμποιτο: It is 
known that X. often in oratio obliqua uses this imperfect 
to represent the present of the recta, and a list of many 
examples will be found in Joost’s book on the Anabasis, 
p. 199. <A less clear case occurs in 1. 38 ἐδήλωσαν ὅτι οὐ 
mhactnv τὴν φιλίαν παρείχοντο, where the imperfect may 
refer to a time previous to ἐδήλωσαν, and another quite 
clear one outside these two chapters in 3..3 εἰδὼς ὅτι 
Φαρνάβαζος γῆμαι μὲν τὴν βασιλέως ἔπραττε θυγατέρα, τὴν δ᾽ 
αὐτοῦ ἄνευ γάμου λαβεῖν ἐβούλετο .. . ᾿Αγησιλάῳ ἑαυτὸν . .. 

ἐνεχείρισε. 
A few words in these chapters seem to deserve special 

mention. Three or four times, where a passage in Ages. is 
practically the same as one in Hell., we find a difference in 
some particular word, and the word used in Ages. is more 
markedly Xn. than that used in Hell. Thus Hell. 3. 4. 11 
has ἐλάττονα, while Ages. 1. 13 has μείονα: Hell. 3. 4. 15 
Kara τὰ πεδία, Ages. 1. 23 ἀνὰ τὰ πεδία (cf. the variation in 
Eur. Med. 509): Hell. ibid. προθύμως ζητοίη, Ages. 1. 24 
προθύμως μαστεύοι: Hell. 4. 3. 20 ἡ νίκη ᾿Αγησιλάου 
ἐγεγένητο, Ages. 2,13 ἣ νίκη σὺν ᾿Αγησιλάῳ ἐγένετο: Hell. 
4.5. 1 βοσκήματα, Ages. 2. 18 κτήνη, a word used pretty 
often by X. but not in pure Attic prose: Hell. 4. 3. 6 τοὺς 
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περὶ αὗτόν, Ages. 2.3 τοὺς ἀμφ᾽ αὗτόν, and so in Hell. 4.3.17 © 
as compared with Ages. 2.11. In Hell. 3. 4. 15 μαστεύοιἩ 
has been actually restored to the text by conjecture, 
founded on the Ages., that ζητοίη is only a gloss on the rarer 
word, and possibly it may be thought that similar changes — 
should be made elsewhere. But in any case it is un-— 
deniable that in these instances—and there may be 
more of them—the more characteristic Xn. expression 
appears in the Ageszlaus. A somewhat similar, yet not 
the same, occurrence may be observed in 2. 13-14. There 
are various details added here, to which nothing in Hell, 
exactly corresponds, and the sentences peculiar to Ages. 
contain the very Xn. words ἔστε = ἕως and ἔνθα -- οὗ or ἵνα. 
They contain also κολεός, which seems to occur in no prose 
writer but X., and χαμαί, which is very rare out of poetry — 
but used Hell. 4. 1.°30. 
Now that we have gone through the Agesilaus and 

ascertained what a large number of expressions it has 
throughout which belong distinctly to the idiom of X., it” 
will be proper to see what evidence, if any, of a like 
nature can be adduced on the other side. Unless there is 
some special reason for doing so, we shall think very 
little of occasional ἅπαξ εἰρημένα in the way of adjectives — 
and even of substantives and verbs, because the various 
works of one author constantly exhibit this small diversity. _ 
There is no work of X., as there is no book of Thucydides, _ 
and I dare say few dialogues of Plato, in which noticeable _ 
words do not occur that are not elsewhere used by the 
author. Such adjectives therefore as ἀδιάσπαστος (1. 4, 
φρονηματίας (1. 24), πλαστός (1. 38), ἀνώχυρος (6. 6), 
πολυέραστος and πολυεπαίνετος (6. 8), μεγάλαυχος (8. 1) and 
ὑπέραυχος (11.11), εὐπαράπειστος (11. 12), μνήμων (11. 13) 
and γηραιός (11. 15) will not trouble us at all, especially 
as some of them, like so many of X.’s words, are known 
to us in the poets. Τεννικός (5. 4) is a doubtful emenda- 
tion. There are two or three words which only occur 
in the disputed Apologia, and which cannot therefore 
be called certainly Xn.; εὐπάθεια 9. 3 and 11]. 9 (ch 
ἡδυπάθεια B.D. 7. 3): "αὐδδυξθξ 4.1 (the Apol. has κακοδοξεῖν 
and κακοδοξία). ᾿Εξαμείβω (2. 2), ἁβρύνομαι (9. 2), ἐχθραίνω 
(11. 5), though poetical, cause us no surprise. Ἐξομιλεῖν 

Ψ-- ΑΝ, a 
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(11. 4) is rare and only cited from Euripides: the poetical 
λατρεύω (7. 2) is found in Cyr. 3. 1. 36 in a literal sense. 
ὋὉ ἐπιτυχών -- ὁ τυχών (1. 3) is not remarkable, even if 
there is no other instance of it in X., nor is there anything 
very out of the way in παντὰ τὰ αἰσχρὰ ἐξεδίωκεν (3. 1), if 
that reading is right. Τὸ παράπαν (7. 7) is common enough, 
though X. seems not to have it elsewhere, but ἀντίπροικα 
(1. 18) is only quoted from Pollux. Τὸ στόμα τοῦ βίου (11. 15) 
is unique, if right. With μισθὸν λύσει in 2.31, an unusual 
expression, cf. the words ἧς ai πρόσοδοι λύουσι τἀναλώματα 
in the fragment of Diphilus’"Europos given by Athenaeus 
227. It may be observed that in Mem. 1. 2. 54 X. has 
the unusual expression μισθὸν τίνειν. A few points of syntax 
are just worth notice. There seems to be no precise 
parallel in X. to ἔρχομαι λέξων (2. 7), though Anab. 7.7.17 

comes extremely close to it; but a construction that is 
used in Herodotus and Plato need not surprise us in X. 
The omission of μᾶλλον with αἱρεῖσθαι... ἤ (4. 5) may be 
the result of an accident, but the phrase is well established 
for good prose, even if undoubted writings of X. do not 
contain it. Cyr. 1. 4. 3 μᾶλλον has to be understood with 

 ἐπεθύμε. The construction of πράττειν in γῆμαι τὴν 
βασιλέως ἔπραττε θυγατέρα (3. 3) is unusual, but occurs in 
Hell. 6.5.6 ἔπραττον ἐᾶν κατὰ χώραν τὴν πόλιν. For the 

infinitive in οὐκ ἐκρατήθη οὔθ᾽ ὑπὸ δώρων οὔθ᾽ ὑπὸ τῆς 
βασιλέως ῥώμης ἐθελῆσαι ξενωθῆναι αὐτῷ (8. 5) I do not find 
any precise parallel; but μηχανᾶσθαι with accusative and 
infinitive (6. 5) occurs Hzero 11. 4 and Cyr. 8. 2. 28 and 
3. 1, and ὑφιστάμενος πολεμεῖν (6. 1) seems like Cyr. 6. 3. 35 
ὑφίσταμαι. .. τάξιν ἔχειν. The use of διαγίγνεσθαι (1. 4) 
and διατελεῖν (10. 4) with an adjective alone can be 
‘illustrated from Hell. 2. 3. 25: 4. 3.3: Mem. 1. 6. 2, ete. 
The upshot of this tedious inquiry seems to be that all 

rts of the Agesilaus are full of characteristic Xn. words 
and that there is nowhere anything in the vocabulary or 
syntax that need raise the smallest doubt about the 
authorship. I know it may be said, and ought to be said, 
that in a minute verbal investigation like this the spirit 
of the writing is left out of account. The turn of the 
sentences is another thing from the vocabulary, another 
thing even from the syntax, and besides the turn of the 

G 
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Ϊ 
ι sentences we have also the substance of the ideas themselves 

to consider. In this work, it is said, the turn of thought © 
and expression is constantly different from the simplicity 
so characteristic of X. I am very much alive to this 
difference of spirit, which is indeed strongly marked ; but 
for settling questions of authorship I think small matters 
of language are much more important. A man is not 
bound always to write in one and the same style, and I see | 
no reason why X. should not, especially in a panegyrical 
work, where more ornament was looked for, have tried to 
show what he could do in adopting a manner not usual — 
with him. In the Memorabilia 2. 1 he makes some 
attempt at “emulating the μεγαλεῖα ῥήματα (ib. 34) οὗ 
Prodicus, for it is very improbable that he is just borrowing 
them, and the same thing may be seen in a less marked — 
degree in other parts of his writings. Here in his old age ~ 
he seems to have said to himself, like his own Socrates, iva 
καὶ ἐγὼ ἐν Τοργιείοις ῥήμασιν εἴπω (Symp. 2. 26), but it must — 
be owned that the result is not very successful. Plainness — 
was his strength, and the ornamental parts of the Ageszlaus, — 
if not more empty than much of Isocrates, are not nearly 850. 
well turned as the periods of that skilful artist. τ 

I add some suggestions on the text of the Ageszlaus. 
Though by no means in a bad condition now, it is all the 
worse for the fact that it was neglected by Cobet, who 
dealt at considerable length in the Novae Lectiones with 
all the opera minora except this and the Apologia Socratis. — 
In an incidental remark however (p. 233) he refers to it as” 
Xenophon’s, and probably this expresses his opinion as to 
the authorship. 

om A rt ag μὰ 

1. 2 τοῖς προγόνοις (᾿Αγησιλάου) ὀνομαζομένοις ἀπομνη- ὶ 
μονεύεται ὁπόστος ἀφ᾽ ᾿Ηρακλέους ἐγένετο. 

Attempts to make sense of this can hardly succeed, 
but it is not difficult to see what has happened. After 
ὁπόστος a very similar word has been accidentally omitted. 
Read ὁπόστος «ἕκαστος» ad’ ἯἩ. ἐγένετο. ‘It is always 
recorded for his various ancestors, when they are named, | 
in what degree of descent from Heracles each stood.’ ̓  
So in Plat. _ Rep. 367 A, where ἕκαστος ἄριστος occurs, codex — 

A omits ἄριστος: It is indeed just possible that by a 
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transition from plural to singular which we sometimes find 
in a Greek sentence ἕκαστος or tis is to be understood, not 
inserted ; but this is very much less likely. 

1. 3 ὥσπερ τὸ γένος αὐτῶν τῆς πατρίδος ἐντιμότατον, οὕτω 
καὶ ἡ πόλις ἐν τῇ Ἑλλάδι ἐνδοξοτάτη. 

Τῆς πατρίδος ἐντιμότατον hardly seems grammar. Repeat 
a few letters so as to get <t&v> τῆς πατρίδος, or read τῶν 
for αὐτῶν. 

1. 6 ᾿Αγησίλαος τοίνυν ἔτι μὲν νέος ὧν ἔτυχε τῆς βασιλείας. 
ΕἾ ‘ae > nm ἢ Ὁ 9 od 5 ,ἷ Ἀ ε a 

ἄρτι δ᾽ ὄντος αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ἀρχῇ; ἐξηγγέλθη βασιλεὺς ὁ Περσῶν 
> , Ν Ν ‘ Ν Ν ’ὔ ἀθροίζων καὶ ναυτικὸν καὶ πεζὸν πολὺ στράτευμα... βουλευο- 

, Ν ) / ¢ 4 , > ‘ μένων δὲ... ᾿Αγησίλαος ὑπέστη .. , διαβήσεσθαι εἰς τὴν 
*Aciav. 

As Agesilaus was now somewhat over forty years of age, 
scholars have been staggered at the statement that he was 
ἔτι νέος. This has even been adduced as evidence against 
X.’s authorship ; but as Mr. Dakyns remarks (although he 
seems to think there is something in the argument), it 
would be equally surprising whoever said it. Should we 
not read οὐκέτι μὲν νέος dv? In the statement as it stands 
with its μέν and δέ there is no point. If A. had been 
quite a young man, there might have been force in saying 
that he undertook the responsibility in spite of his youth, 
but in a man of forty this is ridiculous. Napoleon and 
Wellington were only about forty-five at Waterloo. What 
the writer means is that A., though no longer young and 
though quite new to power, had the enterprise to offer 
himself for an expedition against the Great King, and he 
goes on in the next sentence to say how people admired 
(πάνυ ἠγάσθησαν) his spirit in actually seeking the enemy 
out (ἐπιόντα μᾶλλον ἢ ὑπομένοντα μάχεσθαι αὐτῷ). 

As for the insertion of a negative, many scholars hardly 
recognise how common a thing in MSS. the accidental 
omission and also in a less degree the insertion of a nega- 
tive has been. I will quote only the instance of one book. 

Professor Lewis Campbell says ‘logical confusions, espe- 
cially between affirmative and negative, positive and 
privative, are peculiarly frequent in the text of Plato. 
There wre more than fifty instances of this form of error in 

a 2 
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the Kepublic: mostly however among the later MSS.’ 
(Jowett and Campbell’s Republic ii. p. 106.) Almost all 
our MSS. of X. are late. Cf. on 4. 3. ἢ ΐ 

᾿ 

1. ὃ πολλοὶ πάνυ ἠγάσθησαν αὐτὸ τοῦτο τὸ ἐπιθυμῆ- ἰ 
σαι, K.T.A. ξ 

We shall restore the usual phrase, if we read αὐτοῦ for 
αὐτό. Cf. 2. 7 ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον τάδ᾽ αὐτοῦ ἄγαμαι, ὅτι κ-τ.λ.» also 
8. 4, and 6. But in view of ὃ 9 ἐπεί γε μὴν λαβὼν τὸ 
στράτευμα ἐξέπλευσε, κιτιλ. I should prefer ἠγάσθησαν 
αὐτοῦ αὐτὸ τοῦτο. 

1. 20 ἡ... χώρα οὐκ ἂν δύναιτο πολὺν χρόνον στράτευμα 
φέρειν. 

For φέρειν read τρέφειν. (The two words occur together 
in § 21, where the meaning of φέρειν is different.) I have 
suggested that the same error has crept into a line οὗ 
Mimnermus (14. 11) ὅτ᾽ αὐγῇσιν φέρετ’ ὠκέος ἠελίοιο. Ὁ 
Diod. 2. 36. 1 φέρουσα is ἃ v.1. for τρέφουσα. 

1. 27 Should the first ὅπου be ὁπότεῖ The mistake, if 
it is one, may have been due to the ὅπου just following. | 

Ibid. ὅπου γὰρ ἄνδρες θεοὺς μὲν σέβοιεν. 

The parallel passage in Hell. has σέβοιντο and Mem. ia ? 
4.19 is the only other passage where X. has the active. — 
I should hesitate however to alter the more rare and 
poetical form. For πειθαρχίανν here Hell. by another 
variation has πειθαρχεῖν. In the next § the future ἐμβαλεῖν. 
is perhaps shown to be right, as against ἐμβάλλειν in Hell., 
by the future following a few lines later (διοίσειν), and 
αὐτῷ (Ages.) seems better than οὕτω (Hell.) | 

1. 28 πίονας δὲ καὶ ἀπόνους διὰ τὸ ἀεὶ ἐπ’ ὀχημάτων 
εἶναι (Hell. 3. 4. 19). 

They did not spend all their time (ἀεὶ εἶναι) in carriages, 
but, when they travelled, they always went in them. 
Read ἰέναι. So Plato Phaed. 85 D ἐπὶ βεβαιοτέρου ὀχήμα- 
Tos . . . διαπορευθῆναι. 

1. 31 παρήγγειλε δὲ καὶ τοῖς ἱππεῦσιν ἐμβάλλειν, ὡς αὖτο 
A Ν “a ’ὔ ε / ΐ τε καὶ παντὸς τοῦ στρατεύματος ἑπομένου (Hell. 3. 4. 25). 

He said they would follow, ἑψομένου. 
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1. 32 καὶ οἱ μὲν πελτασταὶ ὥσπερ εἰκὸς ἐφ᾽ ἁρπαγὴν ἐτρέ- 
ποντο" ὃ δ᾽ ᾿Αγησίλαος ἔχων κύκλῳ πάντα καὶ φίλια καὶ πολέμια 
περιεστρατοπεδεύσατο. 

Hell. has no ἔχων, and by itself it means nothing. Per- 
haps X. wrote ἔχων «τοὺς ἄλλους» or «τοὺς ἱππέας ΣΟΥ 
something similar. The peltasts are contrasted with other 
troops. 

2.1 Agesilaus made a forced march, οὐ γὰρ ὡς ὑστερή- 
wee τῆς πατρίδος προὐθυμεῖτο (cf. Thuc. 3. 31. 2 ἐπειδὴ τῆς 
Μυτιλήνης ὑστερήκει). We cannot take this in its literal 
meaning, for it would be a poor encomium to pass upon a 
hero, that he was not anxious to be too late to save his 
country. If therefore the text is right—and I see no 
reason for altering it—we must understand οὐ προὐθυμεῖτο 
to be just like our ‘he did not want to be late,’ meaning 
‘he wanted not to be late.’ Besides the common οὔ φημι, 
οὐκ ἀξιῶ, We may compare οὐ δοκῶ ‘seem not’ (e.g. Ar. Hq. 
1146: Peace 1051), οὐ προσποιοῦμαι ‘pretend not’ (e.g. 
Thue. 3. 47. 4: [Dem.] Phil. 4. 60) οὐ συμβουλεύω ‘advise 
not’ (Herod. 7. 46. 1). Cf. Goodhart on οὐ προθύμως, 
Thue. 8. 46. 5. 

2.2 ἐκακούργουν οὗτοι ἐφεπόμενοι. 

Αὐτόν (Hell.) is clearly better than οὗτοι which would 
naturally come before ἐκακούργουν, not after it. So is ἐπ’ 
οὐρᾷ ἔχων than ἐπ’ οὐρὰν ἔχων, which seems questionable. 
Ἔπ᾽ οὐράν is rightly used with παραπέμπων just afterwards. 

2.7 ὡς ἅπαντα μὲν χαλκόν, ἅπαντα δὲ φοινικᾶ φαίνεσθαι. 

χαλκόν must have a corresponding substantive. Read 
φοινικίδα (or -iSas) with Schneider. Cf. Cyr. 6. 4. 1 ἤστραπτε 
μὲν χαλκῷ, ἤνθει δὲ φοινικίσι πᾶσα ἡ στρατιά. 

2. ὃ ὡς πᾶσι πολλὰ κἀγαθὰ ἔσοιτο, εἰ ἄνδρες ἀγαθοὶ γίγνοιντο. 

Probably yevowro. He said ἔσται, ἐὰν γένησθε. 

2.13 καίπερ πολλὰ τραύματα ἔχων πάντοσε καὶ παντοίοις 
ὅπλοις ὅμως οὐκ ἐπελάθετο τοῦ θείου. 

Hell. 4. 8. 20 has these words without πάντοσε. .. 
ὅπλοις, which by themselves are incomplete, like the ἔχων 
noticed in 1. 32. Plutarch Ages. 18 has πολλὰς... δεξάμενον 
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εἰς TO σῶμα πληγὰς δόρασι Kal ξίφεσι. I conjecture that 
some participle should be added, e.g. βαλλόντων. 

4, 3 τὸ δ᾽, ὁπότε βούλοιτο εὖ ποιεῖν ἢ πόλιν ἢ φίλους 
χρήμασι, δύνασθαι παρ᾽ ἑτέρων λαμβάνοντα ὠφελεῖν, οὐ καὶ 
τοῦτο μέγα τεκμήριον ἐγκρατείας χρημάτων ; 

A man could hardly be said to prove his indifference to 
money by assisting country or friends for a consideration. 
This is another case of a missing negative. Read <pydev> 
map ἑτέρων λαμβάνοντα, and understand δύνασθαι of ‘having 
the self-control,’ ‘having the high principle.’ Somewhat 
similar is its use in 11. 10 ἔν ye μὴν ταῖς εὐπραξίαις σωφρο- 
νεῖν ἐπιστάμενος ἐν τοῖς δεινοῖς εὐθαρσὴς ἐδύνατο εἶναι. CF. 
Virgil Aen. vii. 308 mil linquere wmausum quae potw 
μη οἴω. 

6. 7 When exposed to attack from the enemy, A. would 
make his men march ὥσπερ ἂν παρθένος ἣ σωφρονεστάτη, 
νομίζων ἐν τῷ τοιούτῳ τό τε ἀτρεμὲς καὶ ἀνεκπληκτότατον καὶ 
ἀθορυβητότατον καὶ ἀναμαρτητότατον καὶ δυσεπιβουλευτότα- 
τον εἶναι. 

At the head of these polysyllabic superlatives the little 
positive ἀτρεμές is a παρθένος σωφρονεστάτη indeed. What if 
we were to take away re, which some one has inserted 
through misapprehension? Agesilaus thought that on such 
an occasion slow, orderly, quiet movement (τὸ ἀτρεμές) was 
the surest safeguard against panic, disorder, error, and 
stratagem. Or after ἀτρεμές another positive adjective 
coupled with it by a καί may have been lost. 

7.6 pyxavas... αἷς πάντως ἤλπιζον ἑλεῖν τὰ τείχη. 

Ἂν should be added after or before ἑλεῖν. A simple 
aorist infinitive after ἐλπίζω is a solecism and may usually 
be turned into a future by the change of. a letter or two, 
like aorists after ὄμνυμι. 

7. 7 In ἐπεμελήθη δέ τις ἄλλος I would make the τις 
interrogative and not the verb. Cf. § 4 τίνα τις εἶδεν ἄλλον 
στρατηγὸν κιτιλ. and 11, 15. 

8,1 ᾧ γε ὑπαρχούσης μὲν τιμῆς .. ; τὸ μὲν μεγάλαυχον οὐκ 
ἂν εἶδέ τις. 

Probably <év> εἶδε should be read. 



THE AGESILAUS 87 

9. 1 ἀλλὰ μὴν ἐρῶ ye ὡς καὶ τὸν τρόπον ὑπεστήσατο TH τοῦ 
Πέρσου ἀλαζονείᾳ. πρῶτον μὲν γὰρ ὃ μέν... ., ᾿Αγησίλαος 

. δὲ κιτιλ. 

There is no reason to think that ὑφίσταμαι can mean 
‘substitute.’ The meaning may be that he set up or 
established ways, habits, character for himself, which were 
a foundation (ὑπό) for his conduct; but I think this 
would be over-refining, and, ὑφίσταμαι being frequently used 
in the sense of ‘undertaking’ (cf. 1. 7: 6. 1), it probably 
means here that he took upon himself or adopted certain 
habits and principles. To find a construction for the 
dative read ὑπεστήσατο <évavtiov> τῇ τοῦ Πέρσου ἀλαζονείᾳ. 
Cf. de Sublim. 9. 18 ὅλον τὸ σωμάτιον δραματικὸν ὑπεστήσατο. 

9. 3 περιέρχονται μαστεύοντες τί ἂν ἡδέως πίοι, μυρίοι δὲ 
τεχνῶνται τί ἂν ἡδέως φάγοι. 

τεχνᾶσθαι cannot introduce an indirect question. The 
second τί should therefore be 6 τι (relative), and probably 
the first too. 

Ibid. ὅπως ye μὴν καταδάρθοι οὐδ᾽ ἂν εἴποι τις ὅσα πραγμαά- 
τεύονται. 

The optative is ungrammatical. Either read καταδάρθῃ, 
or add ἄν as in the preceding sentence. 

9. 4 ἠγάλλετο ὅτι αὐτὸς μὲν ἐν μέσαις ταῖς εὐφροσύναις 
ἀναστρέφοιτο, τὸν δὲ βάρβαρον ἕώρα, εἰ μέλλοι ἀλύπως βιώσε- 
σθαι, συνελκυστέον αὐτῷ ἀπὸ περάτων τῆς γῆς τὰ τέρψοντα. 

The latter part of this is totally devoid of construction. 
Read αὑτῷ and add some such word as ἡγούμενον or νομίζοντα. 
He saw that the king thought he must gather together 
dainties from the ends of the earth. 

10. 3 ἅπερ ζῶν ἤκουε, ταῦτα καὶ viv λέγεται περὶ αὐτοῦ. 

Perhaps TavTA, AS ὃ αὐτός and ὅσπερ are regular correla- 
tives. ταῦτα need not however be wrong. In 8.7 θεασάσθω 
δὲ τὰς θύρας αὐτοῦ" εἰκάσειε γὰρ ἄν τις ἔτι ταύτας ἐκείνας εἶναι 
ἅσπερ ̓ Δριστόδημος.. . ἐπεστήσατο, ταύτας Should be either 
τὰς αὐτάς OF αὐτάς simply. 
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11. ὃ τῷ μὲν δικαίῳ ἀρκεῖν ἡγούμενος τὸ ἐᾶν τὰ ἀλλότρια, 
τῷ δ᾽ ἐλευθερίῳ καὶ τῶν ἑαυτοῦ προσωφελητέον εἶναι. 

Τῶν ἑαυτοῦ cannot be ἃ partitive genitive. Such a © 
genitive could only be used here after a verb usually 
taking an accusative, ‘give (some) of his own money,’ ete. 
It never occurs except as the object, if so it may be called, 
of such a transitive verb. It is clear that an ἀπό or ἐκ 
has been lost here. Probably καί stands for κἀκ. 

11. 14 οὐκ ἀπεῖπε μεγάλην καὶ καλὴν ἐφιέμενος δόξαν. 

The accusative after ἐφίεσθαι would be unique. Τοῦτο 
ἐπιθυμεῖν (Cyr. 6. 3, 20) is quite different by reason of 
τοῦτο being a neuter pronoun and =‘ having this desire.’ 
Some infinitive κτήσασθαι has been lost. 

11. 15 καίπερ ἤδη πρὸς TO στόματι τοῦ βίου ὦν. 

X. uses στόμα in a peculiar way of the front ranks οὗ 
an army, but neither that nor any other use of it seems 
exactly parallel to this. In &.L. 10. 1 we have ἐπὶ τῷ 
τέρματι τοῦ βίου, and possibly X. wrote that here, but I 
should hardly venture to substitute it. 

11. 16 μνημεῖα μὲν τῆς ἑαυτοῦ ἀρετῆς ἀνὰ πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν 
κτησάμενος, τῆς δὲ βασιλικῆς ταφῆς ἐν τῇ πατρίδι τυχών. 
When we remember such expressions as Thue, 2. 41. 4 

πανταχοῦ μνημεῖα. κακῶν τε κἀγαθῶν αἴδια ξυγκατοικίσαντες and 
Lys. 10. 28 μνημεῖα. . . ἀνάκειται (of ἃ real material μνημεῖον), Ἢ 
we may think that it ought to be μνημεῖα... στησάμενος. 
The τυχών which follows is not against this, but it may 
have helped the mistake. Cf. in 11. 7 τοῦ μὲν σώματος 
εἰκόνα στήσασθαι ἀπείχετο, and in 6. 2 τρόπαιον ἐστήσατο, 
ἀθάνατα μὲν τῆς ἑαυτοῦ ἀρετῆς μνημεῖα καταλιπών. 



IX.—THE WAYS AND MEANS 

Tue genuineness of the Πόροι (Ways and Means), as a 
work of Xenophon, has been denied or doubted, sometimes 
on the ground of the date assumed for it, sometimes 
because it praises peace and does not praise agriculture, or 
for similar reasons. Into these questions I do not propose 
to enter, though I will say something presently as to the 
form of the work, in which some critics discover a speech, 
‘or even two speeches, addressed to the popular assembly. 
I will first examine whether there is anything in it that 
belongs noticeably to the vocabulary or manner of 
Xenophon. As its unity has been impugned, it will be 
best to take things in order as they come. 

Προστάτης in its legal sense and προστάτης τοῦ δήμου are 
not noteworthy, but in a wider use προστάτης (τῆς πόλεως, 
etc.) is not very common in political writers, never for 
instance occurring in Thucydides nor in the Polttics, 
though the ’A@. Πολ. has it in 22. 4. X. however has it 
‘several times, and such is its use in the first sentence of 
this treatise, ὁποῖοί τινες ἂν of προστάται dor, τοιαύτας Kat 
τὰς πολιτείας γίγνεσθαι. It recurs (προστάται τοῦ ναυτικοῦ) 
in 5. 6 and in the same place we have προστατεύειν, a verb 
which, though frequent in X., seems to be used by no 

other Attic author. The poets, Plato, and X. occasionally 
have προστατεῖν. The temporal use of érei=after, since 
(il. 1: 5. 6 bis and 12; perhaps the first instance is 
‘doubtful) we have seen before to be frequent in Thucy- 
dides and X., not in common Attic prose, which prefers 
ἐπειδή. ly (1. 1) is Xn. Διατρέφω (Ἰ. 1: διατροφή 4. 49), 
rare elsewhere, occurs in X. four or five times. The use 
Of ἐπικουρῶ in 1. 1 (νομίζω.., ἅμα τῇ τε πενίᾳ αὐτῶν 
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ἐπικεκουρῆσθαι ἂν καὶ τῷ ὑπόπτους τοῖς Ἕλλησιν εἶναι) 
reminds us not only of the disputed B.D. 2.6 τῷ λιμῷ 
ἐπικουροῦντας, but also of Mem. 1. 4. 13 νόσοις ἐπικουρῆσαι 
and Anab. 4. 5. 13 ἐπικούρημα τῆς χιόνος. In all these 
places it will be seen that there is a notion of something 
to be guarded against. ’Avadaivoua (1. 2: 4. 4) is a 
favourite word with X. IIpwairara and ὀψιαίτατα are | 
words sufficiently uncommon for us to notice that their 
antithesis (1. 3 7. μὲν ἄρχεται, ὁ. δὲ λήγει) is found also in 
Hell. 4. 5. 18 and in the disputed Cyr. 8.8.9. Anyo 
(zbzd.) is a word of extreme rarity in most Attic prose. 
Demosthenes has it once (24. 98), in what was no doubt a 
traditional phrase (περὶ λήγοντα τὸν ἐνιαυτόν. Cf. Thuc. 
5. 81. 2 rod χειμῶνος λήγοντος, one of the two places in 
which Thucydides uses the word, and λήγοντος τοῦ χειμῶνος, 
τοῦ θέρους Ar. Hist. An. 5. 12. 544 α 16; 28. 555 ὁ 80). 
Of the speeches ascribed to Lysias the very doubtful 
Ἐπιτάφιος is the only one that has it ($ 74 λῆξαι τῆς 
λύπης) and that speech has also such words as κλέος and 
πενθεῖν. Aristophanes seems to have it only in the Peace 
(332, 1076, 1328), and in two of the three passages the 
language is not that of prose at all. On the other hand 
X. and Plato use it freely. ’Apdi, in the use of which X. 
stands alone among good Attic prose-writers, occurs in 
this treatise in three different ways (1. 6 ἀμφὶ τὰ μέσα 
φκίσθαι : 4. 8 ἀμφὶ orra... δαπανᾶν (cf. Anab. 1. 1. 8): 
4. 43 ἀπέχει. . . ἀμφὶ τὰ ἑξήκοντα στάδια). Περίρρυτος 
(1. 7) and ἀμφιθάλαττος (tbid.) are just such semi-poetical 
words as occur abundantly in X. . 

Αὐτοφυής (2.1: 4. 2: cf. De Re Hq. 7. 11) is one of the 
terms we find in Thucydides, X., Plato, Aristotle, not in 
the orators or the ordinary language of comedy (once in a 
poetical fragment of Aristophanes (110), containing such a 
word as χθονός). The strengthened ἐπείπερ (2. 1) is very 
rare in oratory, very common in Plato, occasional in X. 
(Oec. 1. 11: Hipparch. 8. 4, ete.). ᾿Αλλοδαπός (2. 4) is a 
word of poetry, unknown not only to oratory and comedy, 
but also to Thucydides, and even to Plato: X. has it 
Cyr. 8. 7. 14 (Mem. 4. 3.8 is probably spurious). Six 
times in this treatise (2. 6: 3.3: 4. 9, 41, 47, 52) we find 
πολύ with a comparative (πολὺ πλείους, πολὺ μᾶλλον, etc.), 
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not once I think woAA@. Holden’s index to the Oeconomi- 
cus shows that there πολύ with a comparative occurs ten 
times, πολλῷ once ; and X. seems generally to prefer πολύ. 
But Joost p. 144 seems to show that the ordinary prose 
writers, Thucydides excepted, agree in this. Kepdadéos is 
rare in prose. It occurs not at all in Lysias and 
Demosthenes, twice in Thucydides, two or three times in 
Isocrates, occasionally in Plato. X. has it a dozen times 
(including Ages. 11. 3) and it occurs here in 3.1 and 5. 11. 
"Ap didroyos (3. 3) will not, I think, easily be found in any 
good prose writer save X. (two or three times), Thucydides 
(twice), Aristotle (once ἢ. The same sentence gives us in 
ὡς μὴ κωλύεσθαι ἀποπλεῖν τὸν βουλόμενον X.’s very charac- 
teristic use οὗ ὡς -- ὥστε, which is very nearly unknown 
to other Attic writers of prose. It occurs again in 4, 8. 
On the other hand X.’s final ὡς with subjunctive or 
optative is not found in this book. Ὅπως occurs four or 
five times: ἵνα according to Weber’s figures four times, 
but in reality, I think, once (4. 13) in the stereotyped 
phrase ἵνα. .. εἴπω, where perhaps ὅπως and ὡς were 
hardly admissible, and once (6. 1) otherwise. Weber lays 
it down that in X. as a whole ἵνα and ὅπως are equally 
balanced, but that ὅπως preponderates in his later years. 
Ἔστιν ore (3. 4) and ἔστιν ds (3. 11) agree with X.’s 
preference of such forms to ἐνίοτε and ἔνιοι. The only 
other passage cited for ἐμπόρευμα (3. 4) is Hero 9. 11. 
᾿Επισπεύδειν (3. 4 ὡς πρὸς φίλους ἐπισπεύδοιεν ἄν) will be 
found in Hell. ὅ. 1. 33: Symp. 7. 4, and δύσελπις (8. 7), a 
rare word, in Hell. 5. 4. 31. The construction δύσελπις τὸ 
μὴ οὐχὶ προθύμως dv... εἰσφέρειν has parallels in X., as 
may be seen from Sauppe’s Lextlogus pp. 696. In speaking 
of the Agesilaus I noticed that X. not only uses σύν where 
pure Attic has μετά, but likes to combine it with words 
that yield a sort of adverbial phrase. Such expressions 
are σὺν τῇ Bia Cyr. 8. 7.13: σὺν τῷ πατρίῳ φρονήματι ἰέναι 
(Anab. 3. 2. 16). So here in 3. 8 we have σὺν πολλῇ 
δαπάνῃ, whereas Plato once or twice writes μετὰ δαπάνης. 
Σὺν θεῷ in 6. 3 is not a noticeable Xn. use, being an old 
consecrated phrase that survives in all authors the 
encroachments of μετά. ἸΠροτελεῖν (3. 9 and 10) occurs 
not only Ages. 1. 18, but also Anab. 7. 7. 25, hardly 
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elsewhere i in good Atti¢ literature. ’Eyy’s with numbers 
(3. 10 ἐγγὺς Beaty μναῖν) is Xn. (e.g. Hipparch. 1. 19) and 
πολυχρόνιος (ἰδια.) will be found Mem. 1. 4. 16. 

The passive ἐπιχειρεῖσθαι (4. 2) occurs Cyr. 6. 1. 41. 
We have seen before X.’s fondness for the unattic μείων 
τ ἥττων : it occurs three times (3, 23, 50) in this chapter. 
Such a use of λογίζομαι as (4. 5) ζημίαν λογίζονται, ‘ they 
count it a loss,’ is uncommon, but occurs Cyr. 1. 2. 11 μίαν. 
ἄμφω τούτω τῶ ἡμέρα λογίζονται. ᾿Ενδεῖσθαι (ibid.) is a 
rare middle, used several times by X. Ὡσαύτως (4. 6) 
we have seen before to be used freely by X. and Plato, 
very little by the orators. In 4. ὃ ἰσχυρῶς ἀργυρίου δέονται 
and 4. 50 ἰσχυρῶς... πολυάνθρωπος we recognise the 
ἰσχυρῶς = πάνυ, σφόδρα, etc., which is so distinctive a mark 
of X. The poetical δυσεύρέτος (4. 13: cf. δύσελπις above) 
is used in Mem. 3. 14. 7. More significant is the poetical 
and Ionic τὰ παροιχόμενα (1bid.), which X. employs Anab. 
2.4.1: Hell. 1.4.17. Πλουτίζω (4. 14) is not quoted by 
Liddell and Scott from any other prose author, nor have I 
found it in anything more like good prose than one 
fragment of the comic poet Timocles ; but X. has it half a 
dozen times without reckoning Ages. 1. 17: 4. 6. ᾿Αέναος 
(4. 17) and εὔδηλος (4. 18) are uncommon words used by 
X. Μηδὲ τοῦτο φοβεῖσθε, ὡς x.7.r. (4. 32) is a construction 
that occurs Hell. 7. 5. 24: Cyr. 5. 2. 12: 6. 2. 30, 
facilitated by τοῦτο. Τόσος (bid. not certain) is a form 
not much used by X., but it occurs now and then, if MSS. 
may be trusted, e.g. Cyr. 1. 6. 26. The ὡς ἄν with opta- 
tive in 4. 33 can perhaps hardly be called a characteristic. 
instance of the Xn. use (Goodwin M.7. Append. iv). 
The rather remarkable expression ἐν ὠφελείᾳ (4. 35), 
‘yielding a profit,’ is employed Cyr. 8. 5.15 ὅπου μάλιστα 
ἐν ὠφελείᾳ ἂν εἴη. Cf. ἐν ἡδονῇ εἶναι (Thucydides and 
Herodotus). I doubt whether ἔρυμα (4. 44) occurs in any 
orator: often in X. and Thucydides. X. is the only good 
writer from whom the comparative or superlative of 
πλησίος (πλησιαίτατα 4. 46: so twice in Anab.) is quoted, 
and ἡ ἐγγύτατα, 7 πλησιαίτατα πόλις are expressions in 
accordance with Xn. usage. Αὐξάνω is, I think, the 
commonest form in Attic ~prose, but X. like the poets 
occasionally makes use of αὔξω, and we find it here 4. 49: 
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5. 2. Χῶροι (4. 50) =the more common ἀγροί (4. 5) occurs 
several times in X., very seldom in other writers ; so too 
εὐπόλεμος and εὐπειθής (4. 51) occur in him, the former 
once (Oec. 4. 3) and the latter a good many times. 

In 5. 1 ἔκπλεῳ is Cobet’s certain correction, adopted by 
Dindorf and Zurborg, for the unmeaning ἐκ πόλεως. Now 
ἔκπλεως occurs almost a dozen times in X. and hardly, if 
at all, anywhere else in good prose. Προσφιλής is a word 
not used in comedy or oratory: it is found twice in Ο 60. 
and twice here (5.1: 6.1). Karamparrw (5. 5) is quite a 
favourite word with X. The infinitive as immediate 
Object of δίδωμι (5. 7 ἡγεμονεύειν αὑτῶν ἔδωκαν ᾿Αθηναίοις : 
so too perhaps in 2. 6) is many times paralleled in Cyr. 
(L. and S. omit this use or confuse it). The use of 
ἀνακτᾶσθαι for ‘gaining the good will of’ so-and-so, which 
is uncommon but occurs three or four times in Cyr., is 
found here in 5. 8 (ἀνακτᾶσθαι τοὺς “EdAnvas). In 5. 9 we 
may observe the πρόσθεν which X. prefers to ἔμπροσθεν 
(see however 4. 28). We have noticed before his use of 
ἀνά (ἀνὰ τὰ ὄρη, τὰ πεδία, etc.) where Attic has κατά: 
observe now in 5. 9 ἀνὰ τὴν “Ελλάδα and in 5. 10 ἀνὰ πᾶσαν 
ἣν καὶ θάλατταν. The adverbial τὸ παλαιόν ‘in old times’ 

of 5. 12 is found in Anab., Hell., Cyr.: καταδαπανᾶν (δ1τα.) 
in Anab. and Cyr. In 6. 1 we notice εὐκλεής, a word 
quite uncommon in prose, never used by Demosthenes or 
Lysias (unless the Funeral Speech is his, and even then 
the speech is exceptional: see above), probably once by 
Isocrates (9. 3), but occurring in X. certainly three or four 
times, exclusive of Ages. 10. 3 and 4. Ἐγχειρεῖν (6. 1) is 
often used by X. as a variation on ἐπιχειρεῖν, and συναινεῖν 
(6. 3) which is very rare (Herodotus and Plato, apparently 
once each) occurs in X. quite half a dozen times, mostly 
in Cyr. 

If we ask about the use of particles, we shall find that 
it is thoroughly Xn. in character. Especially noticeable 
perhaps is the use of καί---δέ, which is always a favourite 
with X. ; so is xai—ye, which also occurs here frequently. 
Myv with its various attendants (καὶ μήν, ἀλλὰ μήν, γε μήν, 
οὐδὲ μήν) is incessant. In 4. 40 we have a δέ in the 
apodosis (εἰ δ᾽ ad... νομίζετ᾽ ἂν μηδοτιοῦν δύνασθαι εἰσενεγ- 
κεῖν, ὑμεῖς δέ. διοικεῖτε τὴν πόλιν) which closely resembles 
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Cyr. 5. 5. 21 ἀλλ᾽ εἰ μηδὲ τοῦτο βούλει ἀποκρίνασθαι, σὺ δὲ 
τοὐντεῦθεν λέγε. Anaphora with μέν and δέ is a marked 
feature of X.’s writing, and of this treatise: see for 
instance 2. 2 εἰ ἀφέλοιμεν μὲν .. ., ἀφέλοιμεν δὲ... μέγας 
μὲν γάρ... ., μέγα δὲ καὶ κιτιλ. The use of τε to connect a 
sentence with the sentence preceding belongs to Herodotus, 
Thucydides, Xenophon, and Aristotle among prose writers, _ 
but is seldom found in the orators or Plato (Kihner 
§ 519). I have noticed it twice here (1. 6 and 4. 9), and it 
may occur elsewhere. The double τε, which is also not very 
common in prose, but sometimes used by X., occurs in 
4.52. ’Ardp is a particle used freely only by Plato and 
X., not in the orators: it is found in 4. 16. 

As in X.’s undoubted works, no care is taken to avoid 
hiatus. 

Looking for evidence on the other side, I cannot find 
anything in the Greek to throw doubt on X.’s authorship. 
A few questionable expressions there are, but, even if not 
due to error, they are of no use for our inquiry. We 
have therefore a considerable number of things in the 
vocabulary that point to X. very clearly, and nothing 
whatever (so far as I know) that goes against him. 
Apart from the details of vocabulary, many turns of 
thought and expression suggest X. to me, but I lay no 
stress here upon a somewhat indefinite feeling, the grounds 
for which are not always clear to oneself and cannot easily 
be conveyed to others. As to the matter and contents of 
the little book, they seem to me perfectly consistent with 
the tradition of X. being the writer, though there is 
perhaps nothing in them except one small touch, which 
would actually suggest him. The passage is one to which 
other critics have drawn attention. After laying his 
schemes before the Athenians, he adds a hope that in the 
event of their approval they will before acting on his 
advice consult the oracles of Dodona and Delphi. This 
pious precaution is thoroughly in keeping with the feeling 
and practice of X. Compare for instance Hzpparch. 9. 8 
ταῦτα (the admission of aliens to the cavalry) δὲ πάντα θεῶν 
συνεθελόντων γένοιτ᾽ av. εἰ δέ τις τοῦτο θαυμάζει ὅτι πολλάκις 
γέγραπται τὸ σὺν θεῷ πράττειν, εὖ ἴστω ὅτι ἢν πολλάκις κινδυνεύῃ, 
ἧττον τοῦτο θαυμάσεται, κιτιλ. But it would not so readily 
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have occurred to everyone that for a more energetic 
working of the silver mines in the public interest Apollo’s 
sanction ought to be previously obtained. 

Hagen has maintained (see Sauppe’s preface) that the 
book is made up of two speeches actually.delivered to the 
people by different speakers, neither of whom was X. I 
have shown how well the language tallies in every chapter 
with the usages of X., and how widely it differs from the 
ordinary diction of Attic orators. The theory of two 
speakers rests on alleged inconsistencies in different passages : 
they do not seem to me serious. The reason for supposing 
the work to be a speech is, no doubt, the repeated use in the 
latter part of it of the second person plural, when the 
author is addressing himself to the Athenians. This use 
does not appear, I think, in the first three chapters. It 
begins with 4. 1 (ἄμεινον ἂν βουλεύοισθε) and recurs several 
times (4. 32, 40: 5. 9, 10:6. 2). But that this method of 
expression does not necessarily imply a public speech may 
be seen from the fact that it occurs in the Hipparchicus, 
which is certainly not of that nature. X. writes there 
3.12 χρή... ἐπὶ φάλαγγος ἅπαντας καταστάντας, ὥσπερ εἰώθατε, 
πρὸς τὴν βουλὴν προσελαύνειν, and again 4. 3-5 ὅταν ... 
ἀφικνῆσθε,... ὅταν ἔξω τῶν ὁδῶν διὰ δυσχωρίας ἐλαύνητε... ἦν 
δ᾽ ἐπὶ κίνδυνον ἐλαύνητε κιτ.λ., addressing himself, but only 
in imagination, to the hipparch and his men, just as a 
minute before (4. 3) he addresses himself to the hipparch 
alone in ἣν μέν ye... ehavvys..., ἢν δὲ ἐπιτυγχάνῃς, on 
which follows in two lines the ὅταν ἀφικνῆσθες In the 
work before us there is no ὦ ἄνδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι or anything 
similar, nor any even of the make-believe resorted to by 
Tsocrates, and I see no reason for supposing that it was 
anything but a written composition intended to be read. 

It is remarkable that Xenophon, if he is the author, 
dates his composition, so to speak, from Athens. He 
refers to Athens as ‘here’ (ἐνθάδε 1. 3: contrast the use 
of αὐτόθι in R.A. ἜἘνθάδε can no more mean ‘there’ 
(Liddell and Scott) than αὐτόθι can mean ‘ here’), and 
habitually by saying ‘we’ includes himself among the 
people who are to do this or that. There seems no external 
evidence to show that X. ever returned to Athens in his 
later years ; and, if he did not, we may be surprised at the 
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interest he takes after so long an absence in the augmenta- 
tion of Athenian revenues. The ‘we’ will have to be put 
down as an artifice of style. 

The best critical edition of the Ways and Means is that’ 
of Zurborg (Berlin 1876). In 1874 Zurborg published 
a Dissertatio (De Xenophontis libello qua Πόροι nscribitur), 
in which he defends the Xn. authorship, partly on grounds © 
of style.. What he has tosay on the style is almost 
entirely different from the points which I have brought out 
above. His remarks seem to me true and valuable, but 
except in one or two trifling details they in no way antici- 
pate mine. 

3 5 , Ἅ r a Ν δι 4 Ν s/f ν Ν 
. ὅ τοσούτῳ ἂν πλεῖον καὶ εἰσάγοιτο καὶ ἐξάγοιτο καὶ 

μισθοφοροῖτο καὶ τελεσφοροίη. 

Read τελεσφοροῖτο, as symmetry and sense require: 
‘would be paid in salary (μισθός) and in dues.’ Cf, 4. 35 
below. 4 

3. 8 For καὶ ταύτας γενομένας, which is clearly wrong, | 
Schneider’s ταῦτα γενόμενα (or perhaps γιγνόμενα : cf. Oec. 3. 
17) seems better than Z.’s καὶ ταῦτα simply as in 10. Τὸ 
would be hard to account for the interpolation of the 
participle. I understand καὶ τ. y. to refer not only to the 
τριήρεις ἐκπεμπομένας, but to the πολλὰ εἰσήνεγκε κ.τ.λ. 
preceding, as ἀπολήψονται ἃ ἂν εἰσενέγκωσι Shows, and this 
makes the addition of γενόμενα or γιγνόμενα by the author 
actually necessary. ; 

These sacrifices were made (he says) though it was clear 
ὅτι οὐδέποτε ἀπολήψονται ἃ ἂν εἰσενέγκωσιν οὐδὲ μεθέξουσιν av 
ἂν εἰσενέγκωσι. The second εἰσενέγκωσι is a clear case 
the accidental repetition of a neighbouring word through 
such a clerical error as we are all liable to, but it is ποῦ 
easy to be sure what word it has displaced. Madvig’s” 
ἐξενέγκωσι, also conjectured by Hartman, implies a mis- 
understanding of the passage. Kepddvwor has been 
suggested by Wilamowitz-Mdéllendorf, though subsequently — 
he was satisfied with ὧν ἂν <éver’> εἰσενέγκωσι which 
probably suggested to Z. his «ὑπὲρ!» ὧν ἂν cioeveyxwot. 
As X. is speaking of cases in which assistance and even — 
costly assistance was given to other states, I should suggest 
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something like ὠφελήσωσι, διασώσωσι, or δαπανήσωσι; but 
there is no possibility of fixing the exact word. 

4. 13 am’ αὐτῶν μὲν οὖν ἔγωγε ad’ dv μέλλω λέγειν, οὐδέν τι 
ἀξιῶ θαυμάζεσθαι... ., τῆς μέντοι πόλεως k.T.A. 

dx’ αὐτῶν ἀφ᾽ ὧν seems wanting in both grammar and 
point. Should we read αὐτός for az’ airav? 

Ibid. τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὧν λέξω καὶ viv ἔτι πάντες ὁρῶμεν, τὰ δὲ 
παροιχόμενα πάντων κατὰ ταὐτὰ αὖ ἀκούομεν. 

Wilamowitz’ παρὰ τῶν πατέρων for πάντων is a bold 
conjecture, but Z. admits it to the text. I should prefer 
πάντως OF παρὰ πάντων. 

4, 14 τῆς μέντοι πόλεως πάνυ ἄξιον θαυμάσαι τὸ αἰσθανομένην 
πολλοὺς πλουτιζομένους ἐξ αὐτῆς ἰδιώτας μὴ μιμεῖσθαι τούτους. 

πάλαι μὲν γὰρ δήπου οἷς μεμέληκεν ἀκηκόαμεν ὅτι Νικίας x.7.X. 

Οἷς μεμέληκεν seems not only strange in itself, but 
actually to vitiate or at least weaken the argument. If it 
was only those οἷς μεμέληκεν who knew these things, there 

was less wonder that the state failed to act upon the 
knowledge. The point is that these things were matters of 
common and universal report. I conjecture therefore that 
οἷς μεμέληκεν has by accidental omission and then mistaken 
insertion got out of its proper place and that it belongs to 

ἰδιώτας in the line before. Individuals who made it their 
business had grown wealthy on the mining industry. 

4. 17 ci... καὶ ἡ πόλις κτῷτο δημόσια ἀνδράποδα, ἕως 
γίγνοιτο τρία ἑκάστῳ ᾿Αθηναίων. 

I fail to see the meaning of the last words. The slaves 
were to be δημόσια, not the property of individuals ; nor can 
it be the case, as editors seem to suppose, that every 
individual Athenian was to hire three public slaves to work 
the mines with. The proposals of the Ways and Means 
may not be very practicable, but the writer at any rate 
knew better than to think that the slaves in the mines 
could be divided into gangs of three and then looked after 
by their individual masters, those masters too being the 
whole number of free Athenian citizens. The scheme 
clearly assumes that large capitalists will own large gangs 
with the necessary overseers. The writer may have said, 

H 
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as Boéckh understands him, that the state should buy 
slaves, till there were three for, that is in proportion to, 
every citizen, But can the Greek dative mean this? 

4, 18 τιμὴν μὲν ἀνθρώπων εὔδηλον ὅτι μᾶλλον ἃ ἂν τὸ δηθοναν 
δύναιτο ἢ 1) ol ἰδιῶται παρασκευάσασθαι. 

Do we not need «τοσούτων: ἀνθρώπων, or τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
at the very least? It is not slaves, but such a number οὗ 
slaves, that the state could afford better than individuals. 

4. 26 οὐκ ἄν ποτε πλείω ἀνδράποδα ἐκεῖ γένοιτο ἢ ὅσων ἂν τὰ 
ἔργα δέηται. 

This passage has perhaps been corrupted from § 39 εἰ μὴ 
πλείονας ἀνθρώπους ἢ ὅσους αὐτὰ τὰ ἔργα προσαιτοίη κατ᾽ 
ἐνιαυτὸν ἐμβάλοιμεν. There ὅσους makes good enough sense 
They are not to employ more hands than whatever 
number the state of the works may require. But here the 
case is quite different. He is saying that the mines are 
practically unlimited and that you cannot employ too many 
men. Indeed the difference of the two passages has beer 

made an argument for difference of authorship. What h 
ought to say then is ‘you cannot employ more men than 
they need.’ He must not say ‘you cannot employ more 
men than whatever number they need,’ for that in 
context would be nonsense. But, when we look into 
matter, we find that the MSS. actually have δεῖται, n 
δέηται, which is Heindorf’s correction and a necessary Ὁ 
if ὅσων av were right. The sense seems to require that 
shall read either ὅσων... δεῖται or perhaps ὅσων ἄν. 
δέοιτο. The addition of the relative (ὅσων) is quite idiom ati 
in Greek (cf. 3. 10: Hvero 1. 13 : 2. 16 : 6. 11) and four 
sometimes in English. 

It is very noticeable in this long chapter how the slave 
are constantly spoken of as ἀνδράποδα (occasionally ἄνθρω οι 
ποῦ δοῦλοι. Here as sometimes elsewhere ἀνδράποδον se 
to have the special meaning of a working as opnosediall 
domestic slave. 

4.35 δπόσ᾽ ἂν ἢ οἰκοδομηθῇ ἢ ἢ ναυπηγηθῇ ἢ ἀνδράποι 
ὠνηθῇ. 

Though the ean is not found anywhere else, we ni 
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have no hesitation in reading ἀνδραποδωνηθῇ. Aristophanes 
has ἀνδραποδώνης and the verb must almost certainly have 
been in use. Cf. ὀψωνεῖν, σιτωνεῖν. The passive is not 
logically bolder than οἰκοδομηθῇ and ναυπηγηθῇ. Cf. the 
note on 3. 5 above, and Sallust Cat. 2. 7 quae homines 
arant navigant aedificant, virtutt omnia parent, where 
quae arant is ‘acts of ploughing,’ etc. 

4.37 κατά ye μὴν τὸ δυνατὸν περαίνοντες τὰ μὲν καλῶς 
γνωσθέντα καὶ αὖθις ἂν ἡμῖν οἰόμεθα: εἰ δέ τι ἁμαρτηθείη, 
ἀπεχοίμεθ᾽ ἂν αὐτοῦ. 

Οἰόμεθα most MSS., but two οἰοίμεθα. ΑἸ] but one 
ἀπεχθοίμεθα ; but that one, which contains some good 
readings, or possibly conjectures, has the evidently right 
ἀπεχοίμεθα. Editors read αὖθις ἂν ἀνύτοιμεν (Dindorf) : 
αὖθις av ἡμῖν γενέσθαι οἰόμεθα (Sauppe after Hermann): 
αὖθις ἂν ἀνύτοιμεν With a considerable hiatus before οἰόμεθα 
(Zurborg). The last conjecture is quite gratuitous. It 
seems clear that we have only to insert one word to make 
perfect sense, not however γενέσθαι, but something like 
ποιητέα. We might read καὶ αὖθις av ἡμῖν οἰοίμεθα 
«ποιητέα!» or «“συνοίσεν". An optative is clearly 
required by the sense and by the parallel verb ἀπεχοί- 
μεθα. ; 

4. 43 He propounds a scheme for saving the mines from 
being abandoned in time of war. There are already two 
walls or forts (τείχη) north and south, about seven and a 

half miles apart. Ei οὖν καὶ ἐν μέσῳ τούτων γένοιτο ἐπὶ τῷ 
ὑψηλοτάτῳ Βήσης τρίτον ἔρυμα, συνήκοι τ᾽ ἂν τὰ ἔργα εἰς ἕν ἐξ 
ἁπάντων τῶν τειχῶν Kal, εἴ τι αἰσθάνοιτο πολεμικόν, βραχὺ ἂν 
εἴη ἑκάστῳ εἰς τὸ ἀσφαλὲς ἀποχωρῆσαι. 

Συνήκοι 7’ ἂν κιτιλ. means literally that the galleries or 
shafts would have been made to meet in one from all the 

forts or walls. This is certainly obscure, but perhaps 
without undue forcing we may interpret it to mean, or at 
any rate to imply, that there would be free communication 
from any point in the mines with any one of the forts, and 

that therefore on alarm of an enemy’s presence workmen 
could take refuge in whatever fort was most convenient. 
ΤῸ must be a fort above ground to which they would 

H ἢ 
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resort, not some central spot in the mines, because 
(1) there would otherwise be no advantage in the new 
third fort : (2) indeed none of the forts would be of any 
use : (3) the enemy could desire nothing better than to be 
able to shut up all the workmen underground. Appar- 
ently the advantage of the new fort would be that it gave 
many men a shelter nearer at hand. At present the forts 
were seven or eight miles apart : now they would be three 
or four miles apart, and therefore a man would not have 
more than one and a half or two miles to go. 

This may perhaps not be the meaning, but in that case 
it is hard to see that the words mean anything. Possibly, 
as has been suspected, the text is imperfect : there may be 
something missing. In any case the words cannot, I 
think, bear the meaning which Mr. Dakyns (see however 
his note) and apparently Dindorf give them, that the 
workmen might ‘collect into one out of all the fortresses,’ 
that is, collect from the fortresses to some one spot. 
Apart from the reasons given above and from the fact 
that, when the alarm was raised, the workmen would be in 
the mines, not in the fortresses, there are three other 
objections to this interpretation, on one of which I will 
dwell a little, because it involves an important point of 
Greek. 

First, there is no reason to think that ἔργα can mean 
the men, the ἐργάται. It is used three or four times in 
this treatise of the mines themselves, and no example of 
ἔργα -- ἐργάται is adduced. Secondly, if this interpretation 
were right, συνήκοι τ᾽ dv... τειχῶν should follow cm... 
πολεμικόν, not precede it. Thirdly, the ‘perfect’ meaning — 
of ἥκω is disregarded in this translation, a meaning which 
the present tense never really loses either in the simple 
verb or in its compounds. There are no doubt cases in 
which some scholars, Liddell and Scott for instance, seem 
to lose sight of it, but it is always there. When an - 

ae ee 

inscription διήκει a statue (Herod. 2. 106. 3), when a ridge © 
of hill διήκει a tract of country (2b. 4. 185. 2), when parts 
of animals or plants are described (Aristotle, Theophrastus) 
as συνήκοντα, we may translate the words well enough for — 
ordinary purposes by stretches or meeting, but they really 
mean that man or nature has arranged, not does arrange | 
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things so. The inscription is not in the act of crossing, it 
has been made to cross—and now is across. Διήκει 
expresses the present state, not the present act. Observe 
Herodotus’ account of the way in which Persian troops 
: swept ’ an island (6. 31. 3): ἀνὴρ ἀνδρὸς ἁψάμενος τῆς 
χειρὸς ἐκ θαλάσσης τῆς βορηίης ἐπὶ τὴν νοτίην διήκουσι, καὶ 

ἔπειτα διὰ πάσης τῆς νήσου διέρχονται ἐκθηρεύοντες τοὺς 
ἀνθρώπους. Here διήκουσι is not strictly ‘stretch them- 
selves out’ (Stein, dehnen sich aus) as an act, but ‘stand 
stretched out across the island.’ They have already taken 
up the position when Herodotus begins to describe. Such 
is the use of διήκει in 1. 5 of this treatise. When Aristotle, 
Poet. 1459 b 22, says that epics would be of the right size 
if they παρήκοιεν to the length of a certain number of 
tragedies, εἰ παρήκοιεν similarly expresses their supposed 
condition, ‘if they had been made so as to be of a certain 
length.’ It is strange that Jebb can translate Soph. 47. 
186 ἥκοι yap av θεία νόσος, ‘if the gods send madness, it 
must come.’ The words really mean ‘heaven must (may) 
have afflicted him’: literally, we should find (ἄν with 
optative) that a θεία νόσος jee. Cf. 279 and Hl. 797. So 
on O.T'. 1182 τὰ πάντ᾽ ἂν ἐξήκοι σαφῆ Jebb himself says in 
his note ‘must have come true.’ So on Ar. Wasps 27 Ἷ 
τάχ᾽ ἂν βουβωνιῴη ‘ perhaps (we should find) he is laid up’ 
Peace 43 οὐκοῦν ἂν ἤδη τῶν θεατῶν τις λέγοι, " may ὼ 
saying’ (cf. φησί in 46): Dem. 23. 30 περὶ τῶν ἑαλωκότων 
ἂν λέγοι ‘he must be speaking about men convicted,’ and 
ib. 45: Plato, Phil. 43.c (in the same phrase as the Ajax) 
πάλιν ὃ νῦν δὴ ῥηθεὶς Bios ἂν ἥκοι ‘would seem to have 
returned upon us.’ Even in the metaphorical uses of 
προσήκω and ἀνήκω the proper meaning is distinctly 
traceable. It is only in the present infinitive ἥκειν and in 
the imperfect ἧκον that it is sometimes lost. 

In X. therefore συνήκοι ἄν must describe some state of 
things that, when an enemy appeared on the scene, would 
already be in existence. 

4.48 ἐπισιτίζεσθαί ye μὴν μέρει μὲν κίνδυνος καὶ περὶ τῶν 
, 

μετιόντων καὶ περὶ ὧν ἀγωνίζονται: πάντες δὲ ἀεὶ μετιόντες 
πολιορκοῖντ᾽ ἂν μᾶλλον ἢ πολιορκοῖεν. 

Ζ., supposing with Schneider that περὶ ὧν ἀγωνίζονται 



102 THE MINOR WORKS OF XENOPHON 

must stand, if right, for περὶ τούτων of ἀγωνίζονται, suggests 
περὶ τῶν ἀγωνιζομένων. But I take it that the foragers are 
themselves the ἀγωνιζόμενοι. When they start to forage, 
they expect to fight. The words are therefore short for 
περὶ τούτων περὶ ὧν ἀγωνίζονται, Where ὧν may be either 
neuter or masculine. 

4. 51 πραχθέντων γε μὴν ὧν εἴρηκα σύμφημι ἐγὼ οὐ μόνον 
ἂν χρήμασιν εὐπορωτέραν τὴν πόλιν εἶναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ κ-τ.λ.Ἱ 

Σύμφημι is meaningless where the proposal and the 
anticipation are put forward as entirely the writer’s own, 
Read φημί. Does συμ represent νῦν ἢ 

4,52 Greater wealth would produce greater efficiency : 
οἵ τε γὰρ ταχθέντες γυμνάζεσθαι πολὺ ἂν ἐπιμελεῖς πράτ- 
τοιεν ἐν τοῖς γυμνασίοις τὴν τροφὴν ἀπολαμβάνοντες πλείω ἢ ἐν 
ταῖς λαμπάσι yupvaciapxovpevor οἵ τε φρουρεῖν κ.τ.λ. 

Editors and critics usually insert τά after πράττοιεν 
(which may be right: cf. ταῦτα πράττοιεν in the next 
sentence) : they translate ἢ than, and sometimes think 
γυμνασιαρχούμενοι may be middle. I do not find any 
example of γυμνασιαρχεῖν OF similar verbs (τριηραρχεῖν, 
ταξιαρχεῖν, etc.) in the middle, and the context surely makes 
it plain that men in training are meant. Ἤ than seems 
to yield no meaning. What would be the point of saying 
that with larger public revenues they would receive more 
pay than when training for the torch-race? The payment 
for that would rise along with the payment for other 
things. Τῇ τά is not necessary—and it can hardly be 
called so—we might perhaps interpret thus: they would 
do things more carefully, when being kept and trained in 
the ordinary athletic exercises or the torch-race, if their 
keep or pay was raised. But I admit that the order of 
the words, if right, is against this. 

΄ 3 5. 1 πολὺ adv... προσφιλεστέραν καὶ πυκνοτέραν εἰσαφι- 
κνεῖσθαι πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις ποιήσειε τὴν πόλιν. 

‘A more agreeable and crowded city to visit’ seems 
almost nonsense, to say nothing of the fact that πυκνή ΞΞ 
πολυάνθρωπος is very questionable. The phrase cannot 
mean, as Z. thinks, εἰς ἣν πυκνότερον ἀφικνοῦνται, ‘more 

» =) cide ον dig ag os »- 
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agreeable and one which they visit oftener.’ He mentions 
the indifferent conjectures προσηνεστέραν, ποθεινοτέραν, 
πιθανωτέραν (his own), and might have added Madvig’s 
εὐκτοτέραν, Which is not less indifferent. By the insertion 
of a few letters we shall get πολὺ κοινοτέραν (X.’8 πολὺ 
with a comparative : see above) or πολυκοινοτέραν, a word 
used in Ar. Hth. 1. 9. 1099 Ὁ 18: Soph. Ay. 1192. 
Cf. Cyneg. 13. 9 ot δὲ φιλόσοφοι πᾶσι κοινοὶ καὶ φίλοι: 
Plat. Men. 91 Β ἀποφήναντας αὑτοὺς κοινοὺς τῶν Ἑλλήνων τῷ 
βουλομένῳ μανθάνειν : Thue. 2. 39. 2 τήν τε γὰρ πόλιν κοινὴν 
παρέχομεν :- Andoc. 1. 147 οἰκία... κοινοτάτη ἀεὶ τῷ 
δεομένῳ. 

ὕ. 2 I do not know how to emend the corrupt words 
here, but Haupt’s zapacxorotow, adopted by Z., must be 
‘wrong. It would mean the adoption of a wrong method 
of inquiry, not the coming to a false conclusion, and the 
latter is the meaning needed. Haupt’s hypothesis is 
moreover too complicated. 

5. 3 Along with people who trade in corn, wine, oil, and 
cattle, he mentions others, of δὲ γνώμῃ καὶ ἀργυρίῳ δυνάμενοι 
χρηματίζεσθαι, men who trade in money. The old idea 
seems to have been that γνώμῃ and ἀργυρίῳ were coupled 
together. Z. rightly demurring to this reads ἀπ᾽ ἀργυρίου. 
Is there any objection to the traditional text, if we take 
γνώμῃ separately? By means of superior intelligence the 
men trade or make profit in and with money. I have also 
thought of κἄν for καί Τνώμη is mentioned (cf. 4. 22) 
because money-dealing requires more intelligence than 
trade in corn or cattle. 

5. 8 ἔστι μὲν γὰρ πειρᾶσθαι διαλλάττειν τὰς πολεμούσας 
Ν > ξ , + Ν / ” > ε “ πρὸς ἀλλήλας πόλεις, ἔστι δὲ συναλλάττειν εἴ τινες ἐν αὑταῖς 

στασιάζουσιν. 

I suspect X. wrote ἐν αὑτοῖς. Τινές are men, as elsewhere 
in this treatise (Z.’s Dissertatio p. 27), not states. 

5. 12 γνώσεται... τὰς εἰσελθούσας (προσόδους) εἰς παντο- 
δαπὰ πολλὰ καταδαπανηθείσας. 

It is hardly likely that πολλά can bea gloss on παντοδαπά, 
as has been thought. Perhaps it stands for ἄλλα. 
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Schneider πολλὰ καὶ παντοδαπά. Just above ἐκλιπούσας 
would be a better match than ἐκλειπούσας for κατα- 
δαπανηθείσας. 

6. 2 ἐπερέσθαι τοὺς θεοὺς εἰ λῷον καὶ ἄμεινον εἴη ἂν τῇ πόλει 
οὕτω κατασκευαζομένῃ. 

It is surprising that editors can omit the ἄν. Here and 
in the two parallel passages in f.L. 8. 5 (where see my 
note) it is absolutely necessary. The question is as to the 
contingent future, whether something if done would be 
advantageous. You can of course say ‘Js it better to do 
so and so?’, though the doing it is still future ; but you can 
hardly say ‘To us doing so and so does’ (instead of wll 
or would) ‘advantage accrue?’ So in Greek ἄν would not 
be necessary with the infinitive (κατασκευάζεσθαι), but is 
necessary with the participle. If it is right to omit ἄν 
here, why should it not be omitted in the next sentence, 
ἐπερωτᾶν τίνας θεῶν προσποιούμενοι ταῦτα κάλλιστα Kal ἄριστα 
πράττοιμεν av? The construction is just the same. 



X.—APOLOGIA SOCRATIS 

WE will try this by the same test of language which we 
have applied to other disputed works. 
| The ὡς -- ὥστε, which X. alone, or almost alone, of Attic 
| Prose | writers employs, is found in 16 (ὡς τῶν ἀλλοτρίων 
μηδενὸς προσδεῖσθαι). “Eva ‘where’ occurs in 23: ἰσχυρῶς 
Ξε- πάνυ, σφόδρα will be found in 5 (ἰσχυρῶς ἀγάμενος) and 28 

᾿ἐπιθυμητὴς μὲν ἰσχυρῶς αὐτοῦ): μεῖον in 24 and 26: σύν in 
34 (Διὸς καὶ Ἥρας καὶ τῶν σὺν τούτοις θεῶν) : ἐπεί of time 
13, 4, 14, 33. We have seen before that X. likes a con- 
‘struction such as ἡ ῥᾷστα ‘in the easiest way’ (7), where 
‘other writers usually employ not 7 but another word ; and 
ΜΘ have had occasion to notice the poetical habeas (8), 

᾿φροσύνη (8), εὐπάθεια (18), κατάδηλος (23), μεγαλύνω (32), 
as words which he rather affects. Δωρεῖσθαι (17) is used 

jehiefly by the poets, hardly ever in oratory (Isocr. 4. 26), 
aever in comedy or in Thucydides, occasionally in X. and 

\Plato. Still more uncommon in Attic prose is γεινάμενος 
20), which even Plato does not use, but X. Mem. 1. 4.7 
ΠΣ (Ar. H.A. 1. 2. 4: Herod, more than once). Ὄμμα is 
‘pften used by Plato, constantly by Aristotle, occasionally 
py X. (e.g. Symp. 1. 9: de Re Hq. 11. 9), otherwise 
‘imcommon in prose. Anyone who observes ὄμμα and 
ἰφθαλμός in Aristophanes and the comic fragments will be 
‘ble to measure the extent to which each was in familiar 
180. Kudpds (29) is known tg us chiefly from poets: it 
»ceurs however de Re Hq. 10:16. The starting-point of 
86 Apologia is the peyadnyopia (1 twice and 2) of Socrates ; 
jhe very word is distinctly Xn., for X. uses the verb 
᾿εγαληγορεῖν three times (An. ὃ. 8. 18: Cyr. 4. 4. 2: 
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7. 1. 17) and the adjective μεγαλήγορος once (Cyr. 7. 1. 17) 
while elsewhere it hardly occurs (Aesch. Theb. 565: Eur, 
Heracl. 356). 

I will enumerate a few other uncommon words: 
διασαφηνίζω (1: Mem. 3. 1. 11: BL. 4. 3. The simple 
σαφηνίζω occurs several times in X., otherwise usually in 
poetry : cf. σαφηνής in poetry and (cadynvéws) Herodotus) : 
διαγίγνομαι With participle (3: half a dozen times in X. 
otherwise rare: cf. διαβεβιωκέναι with participle just 
before): βιοτεύω (6: Oec. 15. 3: 20. 15 and often in X.): 
εὐμένεια (7: εὐμενής rare in prose, often in poets and X.): 
προξενῶ (7: An. 6. 5. 14): φιλοφρονεῖσθαι (7: often in X, 
and Plato, not common otherwise: X. has φιλόφρων alse 
half a dozen times): ἐπίσκεψις (8: three or four times in 
X.): ἑτοιμάζομαι middle (8: Cyr. 3. 3. 5): ἀμφιλέγω 
(12: An. 1.5, 11. ᾿Αμφισβητῶ is the usual word. Cf. the 
Xn. ἀμφίλογος) : φωνῶ (12) quite unusual in prose, but cf, 
Symp. 3.13: συμβούλευμα (13: de Re Hq. 9. 12: a ver | 
rare synonym for cvpBovdy) : ὑπερφέρω (15: Mem. 3. 5. 1 
and twice in [2.L.): ἐξ ὅτου(περ) since (16 and 27: An 
7. 8. 4: Cyr. 8. 2.15: quite rare): ἰσομοιρία (21: Cy 
2.2.21, 22): λιπαρητέον (23: λιπαρεῖν Oec. 2. 16: Cy 
1.4.6: Hell. 3. 5.12): ἐφέπεσθαι, παρέπεσθαι (23 and 27: 
we have seen before that ἕπομαι is not used quite freely m 
prose, though it and its compounds occur often in X. and 
one or two other writers): προσβατός (23: An. 4. 3. 12; 
8.9): προσεθίζω (25: Hipparch. 1. 17: Cyr. 8. 1. 36) 
ὁμολογουμένως (27: Oec. 1. 11): εὐπραγεῖν (27: εὐπραγία 
Oec. 9. 12): εὐθυμητέον (27: εὐθυμεῖσθαι, εὐθυμία several 
times in X.): δουλοπρεπής (30: Mem. 2. 8. 4): κακοδοξία 
(31: κακοδοξεῖν Mem. 1. 7. 2 and 3. 6. 17: κακόδοξος Age 
4.1: the words are very rare): ἐμαλακίσατο (33. his 
rare aorist middle instead of ἐμαλακίσθην is only quoted 
from Cyr. 4. 2. 21). ἐ 

Θανάτου ὑπὸ σοῦ διώκεσθοι (21) is like Hell. 7. 3. € 
τουτουσὶ διώκομεν θανάτου, unless περὶ θανάτου is the right 
reading there: in any case we have ὑπάγειν θανάτου 
1. 3.19: 2.3.12: 5.4.24. In 23 ὅτι δὲ οὕτως éyiyvwok 
καταδηλότερον ἐγένετο ἐπειδὴ x.7.A. is the irregular imperfee 
in oratio obliqua (for γιγνώσκοι or γιγνώσκει) which we | 

seen before to be rather characteristic of X., here facilitat 
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by its coming before the past tense on which it depends. 
For ἀποκτείνω used of the accuser (26 and 29) cf. Hell. 
2. 3. 32 (κατηγορῶν ἀπέκτεινεν αὐτούς) and 35. Οἱ ἐμοὶ εὖνοι 
in 27 reminds us of οἱ ὑμέτεροι δυσμενεῖς in Hell. 5. 2. 33. 
᾿Ἐπιθυμητὴς μὲν ἰσχυρῶς αὐτοῦ (28) ‘a great lover of his 
company,’ is like Mem. 1. 2. 60 πολλοὺς ἐπιθυμητὰς λαβών 
(also of Socrates) and 2b. 1. 2. 5 τοὺς ἑαυτοῦ ἐπιθυμοῦντας. 
With ἄρρωστος τὴν ψυχήν (30) cf. Occ. 4. 2 αἱ ψυχαὶ πολὺ 
ἀρρωστότεραι yiyvovra. The antithesis of ἐκ τῆς ἀγορᾶς and 
ἐκ τῆς ψυχῆς in 18 is found also in Symp. 4. 41. 

There are a few things that should be pointed out as 
slightly noticeable and not Xn. There seems no precise 
parallel anywhere for βραχέα in συνεγενόμην βραχέα τῷ 
‘Avirov vid (30). I do not know if ἐρρήθη is elsewhere 
used impersonally (1 οὕτως ἐρρήθη ὑπὸ Σωκράτους), but it is 
justified by εἴρηται. This impersonal use, though much 
commoner in perfects and pluperfects, is also found in 
1orists. We have it again in ἣν viv κατακριθῇ μου (7), with 
which cf. Plato Polit. 299 α ὧν δ᾽ ἂν καταψηφισθῇ. ᾿Αλγύνω 
8) is just such a word as we often find in X., known to us 
otherwise from the poets, and we actually find in him ἄλγος 
(Symp. 8. 37) and ἀλγηδών (Mem. 1. 2. 54): οἰκτίζω (4) is 
another word of the same kind. X. has not elsewhere 
εἶναι after ὀνομάζω (13 oiwvods... ὀνομάζουσι τοὺς προση- 
μαίνοντας εἶναι), but Plato and Herodotushave. Symp. 6. 2 
ταν διαλίπωμεν (1.6. λέγοντες) is practically the same as 
οὐπώποτε διέλιπον ζητῶν (16). Μεγαλύνειν ἑαυτόν (32) is 

ally expressed by μεγαλύνεσθα. Schneider says 
ἀξιομακάριστος (34) is not Xn. It is not, but ἀξιέπαινος, 

Ἰάκουστος, ἀξιέραστος, ἀξιοθαύμαστος, and half a dozen 
similar coinages are. In fact he is fond of making up 
these words with ἀξιο-. Οἰωνιστήριον (12) is probably not 
found elsewhere in good Greek, but X. has οἰωνίζομαι, a 
rare verb, two or three times. No other authority than 
25 is cited for ἀνδραπόδισις. Gilbert ad Mem. 3. 9. 14 says 
that ἀπεκρίνατο is often followed immediately by direct 
speech in Apol., not in Mem. See e.g. 3 and 5. 

There seems to be nothing in the use of particles which 
5. different from Xn. usage, and the absolute disregard of 
aiatus is quite in accordance with it. 

So far, therefore, as the language goes, there is, I should 
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say, nothing against X.’s authorship, and a great deal in 
its favour. The language, like the spirit, of the work is 
quite Xn. Nor can T see anything else that need dispose 
us to doubt. The repetition of a few sections that occur 
in the Memorabilia seems a very insufficient reason. The 
two books may have been written at different times, and 
the sections they have in common are only a small 
even of the short Apologia. Nor are these sections 
verbally identical: they vary a little in places, and in a 
way which perhaps suggests the same author writing at 
different’ times rather than a copyist, who would probably 
have varied either less or very much more. Thus it is th 
Apol. which tells us that τὸ δαιμόνιον stopped Socrate 
twice, when he was going to meditate on his defence, unless 
indeed δίς should be added in the Mem. So again th 
words i in 4 ἢ y) ἐκ τοῦ λόγου οἰκτίσαντες ἢ ἐπιχαρίτως εἰπόντα 

(ἀπέλυσαν) with their unusual but not unexampled co1 
struction (cf. Mem. 2. 2. 5 and 2. 7. 8) do not seem the 
work of a mere imitator. Οἰκτίσαντες is not at all an 
imitator’s word: he would have been much more likely to 
use ἐλεήσαντες. Indeed, as far as these things go, Geel’s 
contention that the passage in Mem. was added later fr 
the Apol. seems at least as likely as the contrary hypothesis. 
In any case it is only about a fifteenth part of Apol. that: 
is found also in Mem., and the rest of the matter is quite 
reason enough for separate treatment. We may bear i 
mind the parallel case of the parts, much more extensiv 
which the Hell. and the Ages. have in common. It is, 
perhaps, not very good work, but the same may be said of 
portions of the Memorabilia ; and in spite of Schneider, who 
finds ineptitude in every second sentence, it does not seem 
to fall conspicuously below the level of X. In general 
tone and spirit it agrees perfectly well with the Mem. Geel 
and Cobet (N.L. p. 678) seem therefore justified ἢ 
regarding it as a sort of concluding chapter to that work, 
by this expression (Memorabilium partem ultvmam Cobet 
they mean not strictly a chapter or integral part, " 
rather a closely connected pendant. 

Schenkl, who holds the Apologia to be a ‘ian 
exercise of the second century B.c., has given in the 
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third part (1876) of his Xenophontische Studien a useful 
summary of a collation of the two MSS. on which 
the text mainly depends. But see now Marchant’s 
Xenophon II. 

1. πάντες ἔτυχον τῆς μεγαληγορίας αὐτοῦ: ᾧ καὶ δῆλον ὅτι 
τῷ ὄντι οὕτως ἐρρήθη ὑπὸ Σωκράτους. 

Schneider takes ἔτυχον to mean ‘hit,’ ‘succeeded in 
representing,’ and this is the only meaning it could very 
well have. But the reasoning would be very bad. ‘ All 
‘writers have succeeded in representing the dignity of 
his language, and this shows that it really was dignified.’ 
What they must have done was somehow to bear witness 
to it. Some participle or participial phrase has been lost 
which went with ἔτυχον (‘they all agreed in’), but whether 
the missing word expressed ‘mentioning’ or, as others have 
thought, ‘admiring,’ or something else, it is beyond our 
‘power to say. 

> Ν “ “A CD Ee / > 3, “ 

5. εἰ καὶ τῷ θεῷ δοκεῖ ἐμὲ βέλτιον εἶναι ἤδη τελευτᾶν. 

_ The sense seems to require ἐμοί. ‘ Better that I should 
die’ might mean ‘better for Athens,’ etc., not ‘better 
for me.’ The words in 33 point clearly to the change, ἐπεὶ 
ἔγνω τοῦ ἔτι ζῆν τὸ τεθνάναι αὐτῷ κρεῖττον εἶναι : cf. 1 ἑαυτῷ 
ἡγεῖτο αἱρετώτερον εἶναι τοῦ βίου θάνατον. On the other 
‘hand we have the accusative in the parallel place Mem. 
4 8.6 εἰ τῷ θεῷ δοκεῖ βέλτιον εἶναι ἐμὲ τελευτᾶν τὸν βίον ἤδη. 
Tam inclined to ἐμοί in both places. 

9. ταύτην (τὴν δόξαν) ἀναφαίνων εἰ βαρύνω τοὺς δικαστάς, 
ε , “ 

αἱρήσομαι κιτιλ. Read βαρυνῶ. 

11. ἐπεὶ θύοντά γέ pe... καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι οἱ παρατυγχάνοντες 
ἑώρων καὶ αὐτὸς Μέλητος, εἰ ἐβούλετο. 

Surely εἰ ἐβούλετο implies an ἄν with the verb of the 
apodosis, ‘might have seen me, had he wished.’ Κἂν αὐτός 
‘seems better than κἂν οἱ ἄλλοι. They did see him and 
Meletus might have seen him. 

14. ἀνεῖλεν ὃ ᾿Απόλλων μηδένα εἶναι ἀνθρώπων ἐμοῦ μήτε 
ἐλευθεριώτερον μήτε δικαιότερον μήτε σωφρονέστερον. 
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The conjecture may be hazarded that we should ad 
μήτε σοφώτερον. Wisdom certainly ought to be specifiec 
and σωφρονέστερον does not express it. In 16 δουλεύοντ 
ταῖς τοῦ σώματος. ἐπιθυμίαις answers to σωφρονέστερον, 
θεριώτερον and δικαιότερον are repeated, and we then come t 
σοφὸν δὲ πῶς οὐκ ἄν τις εἰκότως ἄνδρα φήσειεν εἶναι (wher 
I am not convinced with Hirschig and Schenkl that 
should be inserted) x.7.X. 

20. ἀλλὰ vat pa Δία, ἔφη ὃ Μέλητος, ἐκείνους οἶδα ods o 
πέπεικας σοὶ πείθεσθαι μᾶλλον ἢ τοῖς γειναμένοις. 

- 

Should ἐκείνους be ἐνίους or ἔστιν ots? 

22. ἐρρήθη μὲν δῆλον ὅτι κ-τ.λ. 

Probably μὲν <otv>, or δή has been lost before δῆ-λο 
μὲν δή occurs 31 and 94. 

26. Probably οἶδα « δ᾽ ;» ὅτι. 
, ‘\ Lal 

29. οὗτός ἐστι καὶ ὃ νικῶν. 

Perhaps ἔσται, ‘ will prove.’ 

33. πρὸς τἄλλ᾽ ἀγαθά would seem more proper than zpé 
τἄλλα τἀγαθά Or πρὸς τἀγαθὰ τἄλλα. 



XI.—_THE CYNEGETICUS 

We come lastly to the Cynegeticus. Two parts of 
‘it are so peculiar that great doubt has been felt as to 
their genuineness, and this doubt has sometimes extended 
‘to the body of the work. The latter is a very plain, 
' business-like, technical account of hunting, chiefly hare- 

hunting, full of matter-of-fact details about hares, dogs, 
nets, and all the incidents and methods of the sport. But 
to this is prefixed a curiously high-flown introduction about 
the legendary heroes of Greece who were taught ‘hunting 
and other noble things’ by the centaur Chiron. Each 
of these heroes is briefly commemorated in a very artificial 
and florid style. The sudden drop from this ornate prooe- 
-mium to practical hints on the construction of nets is 

somewhat grotesque. When the practical details have 
been given, the writer goes on to remark upon the excellent 

training, bodily and mental, which young men get from their 
hunting, contrasts it with other and inferior ways of spend- 
ing time, and passes into a vehement attack upon the 
sophists and such men as in politics or private life seek 

their own advancement by unfair means. This is so 
“unnecessary an appendage to a book on hunting, that 
‘it has not unnaturally been regarded with great suspicion. 

It will conduce to clearness if we take the three parts 
‘separately. I will begin with chapters ii—xi., the body 
of the work, and examine the language of it, trying to 
ascertain first what things it contains, if any, that are 
at all characteristic of X., or that, being noticeable, are 
at least not inconsistent with his style ; and secondly what 
there is, if anything, that points the other way. 

In dealing with the Cynegeticus I have derived some 
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help from Brennecke’s dissertation de authentia et integritate 
Cynegetict Xenophonter (Posen 1868) and from Vol. ὃ, 
Part 2 (London 1897) of Mr. Dakyn’s Works of Xenophon, 
containing his translation of the treatise with notes and — 
other remarks. . 
We have seen more than once that X. is fonder of © 

ἐγχειρεῖν (2. 2) than most Attic writers, who prefer ἐπιχειρεῖν. 
My with third person of the imperative (2. 2 μηδεὶς νομισάτω) 
is not at all common in prose, but X. has it sometimes: 
Kiihner § 397. 3 quotes Cyr. 7. 5.73: 8. 7. 26. In 2. 5 
τῶν βρόχων τὸ διάστημα (1.6. in the δίκτυα) ἴσον ταῖς ἄρκυσιν — 
is an elliptical form of expression, and the same is probably — 
the analysis of 9. 10 τό τε τάχος οὐδενὶ εἰκός ἐστι τῶν τηλικού- — 
των νεβρῶν, where I take οὐδενί to be short for ‘ the speed — 
of any animal,’ οὐδενὸς τάχει. This ellipse is found in X.: 
cf. Oec. 7. 32 ἡ ἡγεμὼν ἐξομοιοῦται τοῖς ἔργοις οἷς ἐμὲ Set 
πράττειν : Π6γ70 1. 38 ἐξεικάζουσιν αὑτοὺς ταῖς τῶν φιλούντων 
ὑπουργίαις : Cyr. ὅ. 1. 4 ὁμοίαν ταῖς δούλαις εἶχε τὴν ἐσθῆτα. — 
Ὁμαλής (2. 7) -- ὅμαλός is accepted by Hug in An, 4. 6. 12. 
Or. and διότι in successive sentences (3. 1), both meaning 
‘because,’ are found Symp. 8. 19. We observed on the | 
Apologia S. that X. unlike most prose writers, but like the 
tragedians, prefers ὄμμα to ὀφθαλμός. Here ὄμμα is used © 
some nine or ten times (3. 3: 4. 1, 3, 4 etc.) and ὀφθαλμός. 
only once (5. 11). The usually poetical ἄλγος (3. 3) occurs 
Symp. 8. 37 : λύπη is the common prose word.. The place 
of μέν, δέ, οὖν, which we notice several times in this and — 
other chapters (3. 3 ai ὑψηλαὶ μέν... ., ai ἄψυχοι δὲ κιτ.λ. 2 
3.4 τὰ dra μέν) is quite Xn.: cf. Kiihner $528.1. Εἰσὲ 
δ᾽ αἵ (3. 6 and 10), ἔστι δὲ οἷς (11. 4), ἔστιν ὅτε (5. 16) 
agree with X.’s preference of these forms to ἔνιοι (5. 18. 
MSS. ἔνιοι, edd. ἔνιον : but see note below) and ἐνίοτε (9. 19). 
So too these chapters contain ten instances of πρόσθεν. 
(3. 6 etc.) against five of ἔμπροσθεν (4. 1 etc.) ; and this 
again, as we have several times seen, is characteristic of X.— 
The middle προορώμεναι (3. 6) is supported by Cyr. 4. 3. 21, 
unless we alter the text there. Θαμίνά (3. 7) τε πολλάκις, 
occurs four or five times in X., hardly elsewhere in prose 
(neither Plato nor Aristotle). ᾿Ηγμέναι (3. 11) is an un-— 
common use of ἄγειν, bring up, educate, to be illustrated by 
ἀχθεῖσαι, also of dogs, in Mem. 4. 1. 3. Πολὺ μείζω (4.1 
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and 5. 30) agrees with X.’s preference of πολύ to πολλῷ 
with comparatives, but we find πολλῷ μείζω in 10. 12. 
The usually poetical ποδώκης (4. 2: 5.17: 9.1: ποδώκεια 
5. 27) occurs in Mem. 3. 11. 8 and de Re Eq. 3. 12: 
perhaps it should be regarded as more or less technical. 
Πυκνά (4. 3, 5: 5. 11), like θαμινά, occurs a few times 
in X.: in 6. 22 we have the rare πυκνῶς. For the double 
comparative (4. 4) θᾶττον φοιτῶσαι μᾶλλον cf. Mem. 3. 13. 5 
χαριέστερον .. . μᾶλλον with Kiihner’s note. The Xn. use 
of σύν for μετά appears in 4.5 σὺν πολλῇ κλαγγῇ : 9. 6 σὺν 
πόνῳ διωκόμενος : less decidedly in 6. 16 σὺν ταῖς οὐραῖς τὰ 
σώματα ὅλα συνεπικραδαίνουσαι, tatls and all. For the 
importance of this we must bear in mind such facts as 
Tycho Mommsen points out, e.g. that in all Lysias there are 
only two examples of σύν, and in all Isocrates no certain 
example at all. But μετά is also used here (4. 5, 6: 9. 8: 
11. 3), as it is by X. Πάντη (4. 5) is rare in most prose 
(e.g. never in Thucydides, Demosthenes, Lysias), but occurs 
now and then in X., more often I think in Plato and 
Aristotle, though in them it usually refers to manner, not 
to place. X. is rather noticeably fond of an accusative 
joined to verbs of motion to express the ground traversed. 
Thus de Re Hq. 8. 1 τρέχειν δεήσει... καὶ πρανῆ καὶ ὄρθια 
καὶ πλάγια: Hipparch. 3. 14 τὰ ὀρθὰ ταχὺ ἐλαύνειν χρή: 
An. 4. 4. 1 πορεύεσθαι πεδίον : Cyr. 2. 4. 22 ἴθι τὴν ὀρεινὴν 
(γῆν or χώραν) : 1b. 2. 4. 27 τὰ δύσβατα πορεύουι This is a 
construction occasionally, though but rarely, found in 

poetry, both Greek and Latin (e.g. Il. 7.6: Prom. V. 708: 
Aj. 30: Aen. 1. 524: Prop. 2. 28. 19); in Greek prose 
I do not know whether it occurs except in X. and the 
Tonic of Herodotus (e.g. 7. 121 ἤιε τὴν μεσόγαιαν : 2. 24. 2 
ἔρχεται τῆς Λιβύης τὰ ἄνω). But in the Cynegeticus we have 
it three or four times: 4. 6 τὰ ὄρη θεουσῶν : 5. 17 θέουσι... 
τὰ ἀνάντη ἢ τὰ ὁμαλά: 5.18 ὅταν τοὺς λίθους, τὰ ὄρη, τὰ 
᾿φέλλεια, τὰ δασέα ἀποχωρῶσι (cf. particularly de Re Eq. 
8. 10 φεύγῃ ἐπὶ τοῦ ἵππου παντοῖα χωρία) : in 4. 9 it seems 
to be used once, if not twice, and perhaps in 5. 15. 

The poetical φέγγος (5. 4: 10. 7), veoyvds (5. 14: 9. 1), 
νάπη or νάπος (5. 15: 9. 11: 10. 19) are all found in X.,, 
the last several times. With the very noticeable use of 
paves rare, far apart (5. 4 μανότατα τότε 1.6. τὰ ἴχνη) cf. 

I 
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Cyr. 1. 4. 4 τοῖς λόγοις pavorépous ἐχρῆτο and 7.5. 6 πόσῳ δὲ 
μανότερον μετεβάλλοντο. Τέκνα is used here (5. 24) in the 
sense of the young of an animal, as often in Ar. H.A., but 
we have seen before that X. makes use of the word, 
although most prose writers and Aristophanes abstain from 
it, presumably as poetical. Τὰ ἐργάσιμα (5. 15) is found in — 
Cyr. 1. 4. 16: σιμός (5. 16: 6. 5) up-hill in Hell. 4. 3. 23: 
κατάδηλος ([ὃ bis) often in Χ. ἍἝπομαι (5. 28 and seven Οὐ 
eight times in Chh. 6 and 10) we have seen to be a Xn. 
word by no means in universal use. With ἔφευγεν ὀρθόν 
in 5. 29 ef. An. 4. 6. 12 ῥᾷον ὄρθιον ἰέναι ἢ ὁμαλές. ᾿Οψίζω, — 
ὀψίζομαι (6. 4) is scarcely cited except from An. 4. ὅ. 5: 
Hell. 6. 5. 21: and the disputed AL. 6. 4. ᾿Αμφί 
(6. 5) is a preposition all but confined among Attic prose- 
writers to X., for with the doubtful exception of Menez. 
242 © Plato uses it only in the phrase οἱ ἀμφί twa and 
other writers not at all. ’Aévaos (6. 5) is a poetical word 
found not only in the disputed Ages. 1. 20 and Veet. 4. 17 
but also in Cyr. 4. 2.44: Hell. 3.2.19. Μένος (6. 152. 
10. 16) is still more poetical, but occurs three or four 
times in X. (Hell. 7. 1. 31 ete.), and the mainly poetical 
κόπος (6. 25: cf. ὑπόκοπος ibid.) may be found de Re Hq. 
4.2: An. 5. 8.3. Ὁμοῦ near (6. 6) is very rare in prose, 
but occurs a few times in X. (Cyr. 3. 1. 2 ete.): so too © 
ὁμόθεν (7. 8) in Cyr. 1. 4. 23 ete. With ἠμελημένην ἐσθῆτα 
(6. 11), a sort of négligé, cf. An. 1. 7. 19 ἐπορεύετο ἠμελη- 
μένως. “Ap ἡλίῳ a ἀνέχοντι (6. 13) occurs in the same form or 

with ἀνίσχοντι in An, 2. 1. 3 and Hell. 2. 1. 23. TloAAa= 
nb sere (6. 14, 23: 8. 3) is rare in prose, -but cf. An. 4. 3. 
2 πολλὰ τῶν παρεληλυθότων πόνων μνημονεύσαντες and one or 
two other places. Μέχρι as a conjunction (6. 21 μέχρι Av 
σαφῶς γνωρίσωσιν) occurs a good many times in X. ane 
Plato, seldom elsewhere in Attic prose. For κατέχειν in 
the unusual sense of imstare (6. 22 and the passive in 
9, 20) cf. Cyr. 1. 4. 22: Hell. 1. 3, 21: 4. 6.10. 
A remarkable phenomenon is the appearance six times 

in the sixth chapter and three times later (6..7, 8, 12, 23, 
25, 26: 9.12: 10. 7, 8) of the final conjunction ὅπως ἂν, 
with a subjunctive. Although ὅπως ἄν, “not ta (which 
hardly occurs) is the regular final conjunction in Attic 
official inscriptions, it will be seen from the table. which 

. 
| 
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Goodwin has put together (Moods and Tenses p. 398) out 
of Weber’s statistics that in literature it is infrequent on 
the whole, occurring with the subjunctive four times in 
Demosthenes, twelve times altogether in the Ten Orators, 
never in Thucydides. Weber (Hntwickelungsgeschichte 
der Absichtssdtze 2. 74 foll.) cites outside the Cynegeticus 
five passages of X., namely, Hell. 1. 6.9: 3.4.9: Cyr., 5. 
2. 21 and 4. 37: 8. 3.6; also four passages where it goes 
with .an optative (Hell. Cyr. An.).. It is therefore very 
noticeable and, though rare in X., may be called Xn. Its 
extraordinary comparative frequency in these three Chh. is 
curiously paralleled by the unusual frequency (nine times) 
with which it occurs in the Lysistrata (Weber i. p. 115) 
and by the fact of its occurring in only five of the dialogues. 
of Plato (7b. 2. 62). 
_ Weber’s statistics are useful to us on aaother point. We 
find in 7. 10 perhaps and in 10. 14 the use of μή as a final 
conjunction = ἵνα μή, ὅπως μή. Weber shows (2. pp. 70 and 
92: cf. note in Goodwin p. 112) that this occurs twelve 
times in the works ascribed to X. (five times in Cyr., three 
in An., twice in Mem., twice here) and twenty-four times 
in Plato, but that otherwise it is almost. unknown to prose 
(e.g. twice in Demosthenes). Its occurrence here is there- 
fore certainly important. In 7. 12 the editors have no 
doubt rightly received the correction és τὰ πολλά for eis 
τὰ πολλά. This phrase, which is found again in 10. 7, is 
not a common one, but it occurs a few times in X. (e. q. 
Cyr. 2. 1. 30: 8.1. 14). Κατασκέψασθαι (9. 2) is an uncom- 
mon compound found in.X. ᾿Αντιπέρας (9. 3) is Xn. too. 
Weber (2 p. 83) gives six examples from X. of a purely 
final ὅπως with future indicative, one of which is 9. 4 τῶν 
τόπων ἐνθυμούμενον, ὅπως μὴ ἁμαρτήσεται. It was probably 
by an oversight that he failed to add 8. 6 τῆς ὥρας ἐνθυμού- 
Pevov, ὅπως... ἔσται ἡ λειπομένη ἱκανὴ περιστήσασθαι (1.6. 
"τὰς ἄρκυς). But in both places the use of ἐνθυμεῖσθαι seems 
to me to make the ὅπως clause not purely final but rather 
what Weber calls an ‘incomplete final clause,’ by which he 
means the use after Sele fe ἐπ seeseddan etc., Goodwin’s 
‘ ‘object clause.’ 

᾿ θηρᾶν (9. 1 and 11. 2) is a much less common form in prose 
than θηρεύειν, but X. uses it very frequently (Cyr. Anab., 

I 2 



116 THE MINOR WORKS OF XENOPHON 

etc.). The re... τε of 9. 10 and 18 (instead of τε καί) is | 
occasionally found in X.: see the table in Roquette’s De 
Xen. Vita p. 39. He says there are six examples altogether 
in the whole book, but there are really only three, for ἐάν τε 

. ἐάν τε (6. 18) does not count. A. single connecting τε, 
which is also just noticeable and not un-Xn. will be found 
in 10. 23. Νεαρός (9. 10) is mostly poetical, but see Cyr. 1. 4. 
3. In 9. 10 and 11. 4 we have the plural verb with a — 
neuter plural subject. This is much commoner in X. than 
in most authors. The rare δυσωπεῖσθαι (9. 16) occurs Mem. — 
2. 1. 4. and the rare ἀλεεινός, ψυχεινός (10. 6) are both used © 
by X. more than once. Περί (or much more often ἀμφί) te 
ἔχειν is a regular Xn. expression for being engaged with — 
something. With περὶ αὑτὸν ἔχειν. (10. 9) cf. for instance — 
Hell. 7. 4. 28 περὶ τοὺς ᾿Ηλείους εἶχον. ᾿Εγκρατής (10; 10) Ὁ 
very seldom means strong, but cf. de R. Eq. 7. 8: Hell. 
7. 1. 23. With ἐκνεύω (10. 12) cf. de Re Eq. 5. δι The 
poetical ἀμφιβαίνω (10. 13) reminds us of X.’s liking for — 
ἀμφί: see above on 6, 5. Φέρεσθαι (10. 21) is used by 
him several times of a rapid onset. “Exzovety τὴν ἐπιθυμίαν 
(10. 21: cf. the disputed Ages. 11. 9) is an uncommon — 
phrase, but X. like Euripides is distinctly fond of ἐκπονεῖν. 

I turn now to look for evidence on the other side: © 
noticeable words, forms, phrases, constructions, not found — 
in X., which can be regarded as grounds for suspicion. | 
There are, according to Brennecke, not less than 360 words 
in the Cynegeticus which are not found elsewhere in X., 
but of this great number much the larger part may be © 
set aside at once as unimportant. Technical terms are of 
no value for our inquiry. X. has no occasion elsewhere ἕο 
use them, and therefore their non-appearance elsewhere has _ 
no significance. Semi-technical perhaps are a few words like 
γεγωνεῖν (6. 24), σκοπιωρεῖσθαι (9. 2), συνεπικραδαίνειν (6. 16). — 
ἀμαυρός (6. 21). The second of these occurs once in Aris-_ 
tophanes (Wasps 361, anapaests), and Ar. Ach. 965 (mock- 
heroic) seems the only passage where xpadaivw is used by a 
good author in anything like the language of prose. Pro- — 
bably we may also set aside many late imperatival forms, 
such as προΐτωσαν and ποιείτωσαν (4. 3 and 4), which appear 
in the MSS. but have been held by editors to be due to 
copyists and do not now appear in editions. This however 

᾿ 
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_ should not be taken quite for granted. A third class to be 
noticed is made up of words such as we have often seen to 
be really characteristic of X., though these particular 
examples do not elsewhere occur in him. They are words 
of a more or less poetical cast, otherwise known to us 
mainly or even entirely from use in the poets. In all the 
minor works which we have examined we have found 
such words, sometimes occurring only once in the Xn. 
corpus, sometimes more often. Among them we ma 
perhaps class πλάνος (3. 6), λέχριος (4. 3), βρύω (5. 12). 
ῥεῖθρον (5.15 and 34: 9. 11), ῥεῦμα (5. 16: used two or three 
times elsewhere in X., but not in the sense of stream), 
(ἀντι)χλάμπω (5. 18), νᾶμα (5. 34: Plato), Opavw (6. 1), ῥοῦς, 
(6. 5), ἀνάσσω (6. 17), προσπελάζω (6. 19), ὀργάς (9. 2), 

ἀμείβομαι (9. 14), ἵζομαι (9. 14), though one or two may be 
uncertain. Such words as γεγωνεῖν, etc., mentioned above, 
will have to be added, if they are not technical. The 
simple εὔδω (5. 11) is much less common in prose than 

 xabevdw, but καθεύδω immediately precedes it here. All 
these words, therefore, though not used by X. elsewhere, 
tell really rather for than against Xn. authorship. 

The following words or expressions, not found elsewhere 
in X. so far as I know, strike me as worth noticing: 
ἀλλάττειν τὴν ἡλικίαν (2. 1) and the intransitive ἐξαλλάττων 
dwerging (10. 7), ἡσυχῇ (2. 8) in the rare sense slightly 
or approximating to it, ὑπερλαμπρύνομαι (3. 7: λαμπρύνομαι 
is not found in X.), τὸ ἀνήκουστον (3. 8), στιφρός (4. 1), 
ἐπίπαν (4. 1) and ἐπὶ τὸ δυνατόν (5. 8), γνωρίζω (4. 4), in the 
rare sense make known, αἰωρεῖσθαι (4. 4), ἐπανιέναι, stop 
(4. 5: 7. 1: 10. 11), φθινόπωρον (5. 9: μετόπωρον a few 
times here and elsewhere), ἰσόπεδος (5. 18) and ἄπεδος 
(6.9: 10. 9), τηρῶ (6. 1), ἐκπεριιέναι (6. 10; 8. 3, 5), ἄγνω- 
atos (6. 15), ἐπιγνωρίζω (6. 23), ἐνδελεχῶς (7. 2), ἥκοντος 
(= γενομένου) δὲ τούτου (8. 7), περιφοβεῖσθαι (1.9. 17 : πεφο- 
βῆσθαι Dindorf), ῥιπτεῖν neuter (9. 20) and the compounds 
διαρριπτεῖν, ἐπιρριπτεῖν, ἐπαναρριπτεῖν (whether the contracted 
form is right is uncertain), καταφερής (10. 9: οἵ. 5. 30), 
νεογενής (10. 23). 

I take finally a few points of a more grammatical nature. 
Four times (5. 8, 20: 9. 8, 20) we find ὁτὲ δέ meaning at 
other tumes and with no ὁτὲ μέν preceding. This éré is quoted 
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(Kriiger 25. 10. 12) from Thue. 7. 27. 4: Plat. Phaedo 
59 a: Theaet. 207 Ὁ; but these examples, if right, seem to 
be the only other ones between Homer and Aristotle. It is 
in fact a use characteristic of late Greek, and the absence of 
anything like ὅτὲ μέν makes the phrase somewhat more notice- 
able. "Eviov ἐρύθημα is read by both Dindorf and Sauppe 
in 5. 18, but the MSS. have ἔνιοι, and ἔνιον is extremely 
doubtful (see note below). ”Evos in the singular seems not 
to be known before Aristotle. ᾿Αφαιρεῖσθαί τινά τινος, 
deprive ὦ man of, is an unusual construction (6. 4) In 
ὁποσαχῇ οἷόν 7 ἂν ἢ (6. 20) the ἄν occupies an unusual 
position, but there are parallels even in prose.! Κάτωθεν 

1 The practice is not to separate ἄν from the relative pronoun etc. 
with which it is connected, but examples to the contrary are much 
more numerous than is generally supposed. 

In the case of relative pronouns and adverbs (és, ὅστις, ὅσος, 
ὅσοσπερ, ὁπόσος, ὁποῖος, ὁπότερος, οὗ, of, ὅπου, ὅποι, ὅπῃ, ὁποσαχῇ, 7) 
another word is sometimes placed before the ἄν. 

(1) τις. Dem. 2. 14 ὅποι τις ἂν προσθῇ : 6. 2 ὅσῳ τις ἂν μᾶλλον... 
ἐξελέγχῃ : 22. 64 and Prooem. 14. 1: Xen. Vect. 1. 1 and 
Cyr. 8. 8. 5 (same words) ὁποῖοί τινες ἄν... dor: Laws 8904 
ὅτι τις ἂν νικᾷ and 862D: 909 Ε ὅπῃ τις ἂν ἀπορῇ : Plut. Mor. 
1008 Β. 

(2) ποτέ. Dem. 10. 4 δι’ ὅτου ποτ᾽ ἂν οἴωνται : 13. 8 ὑπὲρ ὧν ποτ᾽ 
ἂν ἢ ἢ : Polyb. 4. 76. 6. 

(3) οὖν. Ar. Ran. 1420 ὁπότερος οὖν ἂν τῇ πόλει κ. τ.λ. 
(4) A personal pronoun. Hesiod Op. 208 τῇδ᾽ εἷς Ho” ἂν ἐγώ περ 

ἄγω: Hymn. Apoll. 537 ὅσσα ἐμοί κ᾽ ἀγάγωσι: Theogn. 633 
ὅ τοί κ᾿ ἐπὶ τὸν νόον ἔλθῃ : Herodas 5. 43 of σ᾽ ἂν οὗτος ἡγῆται: 
Pind. N. 4. 91 τὰ δ᾽ αὐτὸς ἄν τις ἴδῃ: Polyb. 7. 9. 6 πρὸς 
οὕστινας ἡμῖν ἂν γένηται φιλία. 

(5) Some common adjectival or adverbial word. Eur. fr. 1029. 4 
ὅσῳπερ μᾶλλον ἂν χρῆσθαι θέλῃς ; Laws 047 Ὲ ὅσῳπερ πλέον ἂν 
ἕλῃ tis and 850A: Xen. Hiero 1. 38 9 μάλιστ᾽ ἂν δύνωνται: 
Cyn. 6. 20 ὁποσαχῇ οἷόν τ᾽ ἂν ἢ: Cyr. 4. 5. 52 ὅτι ἂν ἄλλο 
δοκῇ is a vl. for ἄλλο ὅτι ἂν δοκῇ: Plat, Mor. 689 & ois yap 
ὅλως ἂν ἐλλίπῃ. 

(6) A substantive or adjective, sometimes with an article. Ar. 
Ran. 259 ὁπόσον h φάρυγξ ἂν ἡμῶν χανδάνῃ : Laws 955D ὁποτέρᾳ 
τὸ δημόσιον ἂν χρῆσθαι βούληται : Theophr. fr. 1. 67 εἰς ὁποίαν 
ἕξιν ἂν εἰσέλθῃ. 

(7) A verb ? Possibly Ant. 5. 38 καθ᾽ ὧν μηνύῃ ἄν τις, but N has 
ἂν μηνύῃ. 

There are a few cases where the ἄν is still further separated, e.g- 
Laws 739 ¢ ὅπου τὸ πάλαι λεγόμενον ἂν γίγνηται, which may go 
along with (6), and 848 A ὅσα (Ga ξύμπαντα πράσιμ᾽ ἂν ἑκάστοις 
ἣ (Stallbaum ὅ ὅσ᾽ ἄν), and the very remarkable Menand. 506, 
if right, ὡς ἡδὺ τὸ ζῆν, εἰ μεθ᾽ ὧν κρίνῃ τις ἄν (but we may read : 
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governing a genitive (8. 8: 4. 1 is, I suppose, different) is 
found in Aristotle H.A. two or three times, as is also 
ἄνωθεν. In 8, ὃ σκεψάμενον οὖν δεῖ ὅπου ἂν ἢ περιίστασθαι and 
9. 18 σκοπούμενον ὅποι ἂν φέρηται it certainly looks as if the 
clauses with ὅπου and ὅποι were dependent questions, in which 
case the subjunctive would be very remarkable ; but perhaps 
it is not absolutely necessary to takethem so. If ἀφίξεται τόπον 
(10. 6) is right, it is probably a unique example in prose of 
the accusative after a verb of motion. There is probably 
no precise parallel in X. to the use of the participle with 
ἔχω (10. 11 ἐὰν... ἐπανιεὶς ἔχῃ) as in tragedy, Herodotus, 
and once at least in Plato ; for in the nearest passages quoted 
(An. 1. 8. 14: 4. 7. 1: 7. 7. 27: cf. Goodwin § 47) ἔχω 
hardly loses its own ordinary meaning, and here moreover the 
participle is intransitive, which is unusual even in tragedy. 
The middle θηρᾶσθαι (11. 2) of literal hunting is unusual, 
but cf. Ar. Hq. 864. A very well-marked grammatical 
peculiarity of the book is the incessant use of the infinitive 
in the rules laid down for the young huntsman. This is 
not precisely the infinitive for imperative that we some- 
times find in Greek, because that infinitive does not take 
its subject in the accusative as here. It is the infinitive 
used in laws and proclamations (6.4. Dem. 23. 22: Ar. Ach. 

κρίνοι, as in Rhesus 626 οὗ μάλιστ᾽ ἂν ὠφελῇ the optative is 
now read). 

In these cases it is noticeable what a very large proportion of 
examples is furnished by the Laws. There is perhaps none in any 
other Platonic writing, except the very doubtful Hp. 13. 362 ὁ 
ὁποῖός Tis ἂν ἕκαστος ἐμοὶ φαίνηται. 

Besides relative pronouns and adverbs we occasionally, but much 
more seldom, find a conjunction with its ἄν (κεν) separated from it. 
The Homeric εἰ μέν κε... εἰ δέ κε... is well known. Cf. Theocr. 2. 124 
καί μ᾽ εἰ μέν κ᾽ ἐδέχεσθε. Hesiod Op. 280 εἰ γάρ τίς xe. In some 

- Doric inscriptions αἴ τίς κα is frequent (e.g. Cauer’s Delectus 8, lines 
120, 127, 152: Dittenberger’s Sylloge 616 ai μέγ κα, ἐπεὶ δέ κα, etc.). 
Rhesus 469 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἄν ἢ (probably ἐπειδάν). Scolium (Bergk 15) ἐπεὶ 
δέ κ᾽ ἐν πόντῳ γένηται. Od. 11. 218 ὅτε τίς Ke θάνῃσι (probably). 

In Ar. Vesp. 565 and Lys. 173 the text is very uncertain, but 
they may be examples of ἕως-ἄν with a word between. Pax 32 ἕως 
σεαυτὸν ἄν λάθῃς is only a conjecture, though of some plausibility, 
for τέως ἕως σαυτὸν λάθῃς, and τ. é. σ. λάθοις is more probable. 

In Attic prose therefore and probably in Attic verse, even when 
really poetical, we may take it that the exceptions are relatively 
few and limited in their nature. 
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172) ‘depending on some word (understood) like ἔδοξε or. 
κελεύεται᾽ (Goodwin ὃ 750). It is said not to occur else- 
where in X., not even in the Hipparch. and de Re Eq. 
which are similar in nature to the Cyn. and might be 
expected to contain it; but Aristotle occasionally has 
something like it (Bonitz’ Index, p. 343 a). It occurs often 
in Hippocr. π. διαιτ. 6€. and in Aeneas Tacticus : sometimes 
(I think) in the Laws: sometimes in M. Aurel. as well as 
nominative and infinitive. In Ar. Topics, though it may 
seem frequent, there is probably an ellipse of ἕτερος τρόπος 
or something else that would explain the infinitive. In 
verse there are a fair number of examples in the Works and 
Days (391 and 608%, 735, 748, 753, 792, 806-7) mixed 
with nominatives: cf. Il. 3. 285 (Ὁ and Theocr. 10. 48 
and 50. The only other thing which I have noticed in the 
grammar is the unusual amount of asyndeton, words and 
occasionally clauses being just put side by side without a 
particle to connect them. In a few cases (7. 4) the text — 
can hardly be right: in others, where there is an enumera- 
tion of qualities, the asyndeton is not unnatural, though, 
especially when only two adjectives are thus coupled 
together (e.g. 6. 1 ἔστω δὲ τὰ μὲν δέραια μαλακὰ πλατέα : 6. 
8, στοιχιζέτω δὲ μακρὰ ὑψηλά), it deserves notice. Twice in 
4. 1 we have a curious asyndeton, μεταξὺ μακρῶν βραχέων 
and μεταξὺ μεγάλων μικρῶν. One or two other things will 
be noticed presently in the critical notes on separate | 
passages. 

The facts of language however which tell most against 
Xn. authorship are of a negative, not of a positive, kind. 
There is a total absence of certain things which we have 
seen to be Xn. The particle μήν, of which X. is fond to 
excess and which he uses sometimes with extraordinary fre- 
quency (¢.g. in the de Re Eq.), does not occur once, nor does 
καί---δέ, to which he is much addicted. The figure called 
anaphora, very frequent in him, is not found either, but 
perhaps one may fairly say there is little occasion for it. 
Though ἵνα occurs often, simple ὅπως once or twice, ὅπως 
ἄν, as we have seen, with noticeable frequency in certain 
chapters, final és is never used ; nor does ὡς ever take the 
place of ὥστε (which is frequent) with either infinitive or 
indicative, though X. often makes it do so. There is no 
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ἔστε and no ἔνθα, though there are many places where they 

‘might have been used. But with regard to μήν and to 

final ὡς the following facts should be borne in mind. In 
what Roquette calls the first part of Hell. (Books 1 and 2 
as far as ch. 3. 10), which in bulk exceeds Cyn. by about a 
third, μήν never occurs: in Oec., which is twice the length 
of Cyn., it occurs only four times (Roquette p. 39). As for 
final ὡς, though it is ec nspicuous in An. and Cyr. and in 
proportion to their length in Hipparch. and de Re Kq., it is 
found according to Roquette only twice in Oec., six times 
in the whole of Hell., and only once in Mem. As to the 
other words mentioned, I am not aware of any statistics 
that give their distribution. But perhaps these figures are 
enough to show that, though the occurrence of a word may 
be taken as in some degree a mark of Xn. authorship, the 
fact of its not occurring cannot at present be used as 
telling much, if at all, on the other side. Isay ‘at present,’ 
because if further inquiry should ever establish clearly the 
chronology of the works of X., the case might then possibly 
be altered. Even as it is, the absence of μήν has been 
taken as a mark that Cyn. was early in date, a subject 
‘to be touched upon below. Cf. Roquette De Xen. Vita 
pp. 44-52. | 

On a careful consideration of all the linguistic evidence 
for and against, so far as I have been able to marshal it, 
I come to the conclusion that chapters ii.-xi. of the Cyne- 
geticus were written by X. This was not my first im- 
pression, but further study brought out a good many things 
which I then overlooked, and I attach less importance now 
to the want of a very markedly Xn. diction. There are in 
point of fact a good many things in the language that point 
more or less to X., and we must remember that the nature 
of the subject debarred him from the use of many words 
and turns of expression that we find in his historical and 
miscellaneous writings. With one or two exceptions the 
language is perhaps as Xn. as could be fairly counted upon. 

Cobet pronounced the Cynegeticus, the whole of which 
he regarded as genuine (Nov. Lect. p. 774), to be the 
earliest of X.’s works, not on the ground of language, but 
because of the ‘youthful fervour’ which he considers it to 
breathe. If it really was in whole or in part an early work, 
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this might further explain the less distinctly Xn | 
character of it. But the tone is rather that of an 
experienced huntsman, no longer young, advising Sena | 
what to do, and the position taken up at starting in 1. 18 
(ἐγὼ μὲν οὖν παραινῶ τοῖς νέοις x.7.Xr., cf. 13. 17) would 
rather ludicrous in a quite young man. MHare-hunting toe 
cannot even in X.’s boyhood have been a common amuse- 
ment in Attica. The war must have prevented it, and 
hares must even then have been scarce. Aristophanes, 
Wasps 1203 (422 B.c.), puts the hunting of a boar or 
a hare and running in the torch-race all together as rather 
creditable manly performances, nor does he seem to be 
joking. Nausicrates (probably of the Middle Comedy, that 
is of X.’s time) speaks of Attica as a land οὗ δασύποδ᾽ εὑρεῖν. 

ἐστιν οὐχὶ ῥάδιον (Kock II. 296). This difficulty rises up 
against the theory which Mr. Dakyns briefly propounds, 
that the Cyn. ‘is probably an early work of X.’s rehandled — 
and re-edited, with additions (not improbably) by himself 
or under his inspiration when an old man.’ For this and 
for other reasons, I think, it seems more natural to connect | 
the book with his residence at Scillus in Elis, of which he 
himself records in An. 5. 3. 8 ἐν δὲ τῷ ἐν Σκιλλοῦντι χωρίῳ 
καὶ θῆραι πάντων ὁπόσα ἐστὶν ἀγρευόμενα θηρία, and afterwards — 
θήραν ἐποιοῦντο εἰς τὴν ἑορτὴν οἵ τε Ἐενοφῶντος παῖδες καὶ οἵ 
τῶν ἄλλων πολιτῶν, οἱ δὲ βουλόμενοι καὶ ἄνδρες συνεθήρων, and 
Diogenes 2. 52 τοὐντεῦθεν διετέλει κυνηγετῶν καὶ τοὺς φίλους 
ἑστιῶν καὶ τὰς ἱστορίας συγγράφων, Speaking of X. at Scillus. © 
It is then or later that the two books relating to horses” 
and cavalry are generally thought to have been written. 
Cf. Pausan 5. 6. 6 (after mention of X.) παρέχεται δὲ 6 
Σκιλλοῦς καὶ ἄγρας θηρίων, ὑῶν τε ἀγρίων καὶ ἐλάφων. But 
see also 1. 32. 1 Π άρνη ς παρέχεται θήρας ὑῶν ἀγρίων with 
Frazer’s note, and Aeschines’ scoff at his rival (Ctes. 255 
tives ὑμῶν εἰσιν ot βοηθήσοντες Δημοσθένει; πότερον οἵ 
συγκυνηγέται ; .. ἀλλὰ μὰ τὸν Δία... οὐχ ὗς ἀγρίους κυ i 
yetav . . . διαγεγένηται. The chapters on deer and wild 
boars are also evidently more suited to other parts of Greece | 
than to Attica. I would add that the whole treatise - 
breathes the spirit of the country, notof a big city. Nothing 
is said about going out of a town into the country for 
hunting purposes. : 
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We now turn to the concluding chapters of the book. 
It may be right to accept the. twelfth and reject the 

irteenth, or to draw the line after § 9 of the twelfth ; 
but I will take them together. 

Oec. 1. 8 ἀντὶ τοῦ τρέφειν πεινῆν παρασκευάζει is the best 
rallel I can find anywhere for the rather noticeable con- 

struction of the simple infinitive in 12. 1 ὑγίειάν τε yap rots 
σώμασι παρασκευάζει καὶ ὁρᾶν καὶ ἀκούειν μᾶλλον. Eivy, bed, 
sleeping-place is very uncommon in Attic prose, but occurs a 
few times in Plato and X., and the use of εὐνάζεσθαι in 12. 2 

rees with this. (Εὐνάζω in 9. 3, like εὐναῖα ἴχνη which 
urs frequently in the body of the work, should probably 

be regarded as technical.) 12. 3 gives us πρόσθεν: 12. 4 ἃ 
construction of παρέχω with the infinitive (παρέχει αὐτοῖς 
πλέον τι εἰδέναι) like that of παρασκευάζω above, which is 

ralleled in the disputed Vect. 4. 12 ( πόλις) παρέχει. .. 
oyalerbar ἐν τοῖς μετάλλοις : it is, I think, quite uncommon. 

᾿Ετρέφθην (12. 5) is as Xn. a form as ἐτράπην. Avoxwpia 
(12. 5) occurs several times in Cyr. In 12. ὁ εἰδότες . . . 
ὅτι ἐντεῦθεν ηὐτύχουν .. ., ἐπιμέλειαν .. . ἐποιήσαντο seems 
an instance of what we have seen before to be much more 
common in X. than in any one else, the use of the imperfect 
indicative in oratio obliqua instead of the present indicative 
or optative. ᾿Ἑνόμισαν in 12. 6 ἐνόμισαν ὅμως τοὺς κυνηγέτας 
μὴ κωλύειν . .. ἀγρεύειν may perhaps mean only ‘they had 
the practice,’ though νομίζω in this sense with an infinitive 
is, I think, very rare. It seems however rather to have 
the meaning to which I called attention in speaking of £.L. 
(p. 44), that of ‘laying down a rule.’ ‘To make a thing a 
practice’ is equally ambiguous in English. ᾿Αγρεύω in 
12. 6 is a word found in the poets, but hardly to be found, 
I think, in good prose except An. 5.3. 8: Hipparch. 4. 18: 
R.L. 5. 3. Plato uses θηρεύω frequently, but not ἀγρεύω ; 
nor apparently θηρῶ, which is common in X. In 12. ὃ we 
find once at least the simple τε, tacking on a clause to what 
goes before. This occurs again in 13. 11 (τά τε σώματα). 
X.’s characteristic σύν presents itself in 12. 11 (μετά in 12. 
2: 13. 15); μοχθεῖν, a distinctly Xn. word, in 12. 15. 
Θεοσεβής (12. 16) is uncommon, but cf. θεοσεβῶς Cyr. 3. ὃ. 
58 and θεοσέβεια An. 2. 6. 26. X. repeatedly uses ἵεσθαι of 
rapid movement, rushing, etc., but except in him it is 
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practically confined to poetry. Ast gives it as occurring 
three times in Plato: two of these are purely etymological | 
passages in the Cratylus, the third (Phaedr. 241 B) is part | 
of a composition described by Plato himself as διθύραμβοι ἢ 
(ib. 241 £). Its use in a fragment of Pherecrates is | 
uncertain. We may therefore note particularly the 
occurrence of the word here in 12. 22. 

Κωλύω with a genitive (13. 2 ἑτέρων κωλύει χρησίμων) i 
Xn.: cf. Hell. 4. 3.4: An. 1, 6.2. With μειζόνως (13. 3) 
cf. ἐχθιόνως Symp. 4. 3. I do not know if X. has παρά, 
roughly equivalent to ὑπό, after διδάσκεσθαι (13. 4), but 
he certainly has it after ὁμολογεῖσθαι, λέγεσθαι, σημαίνεσθαι; 
δίδοσθαι, ὠφελεῖσθαι. The plural verb παιδεύσειαν (13. 5), 
with a neuter plural subject, if right, is not un-Xn. 
᾿Ανεξέλεγκτος (18. 7) occurs Oec. 10. 8. On Onpac bar cf. on 

9. 1 above. ᾿Ἐνθύμημα (13. 9 and 13) is found two or 
three times in X. He makes use of the poetical words 
εὔκλεια, εὐκλεής, δυσκλεής : here (13. 12) we have δύσκλεια 
and εὔκλεια. Φιλοκέρδεια (13. 12) is not elsewhere found in 
him, but he has φιλοκερδής, φιλοκερδεῖν four or five times, 
With ἐν ἰσχύι ἐστίν (13. 14) cf. perhaps ἐν ὠφελείᾳ εἶναι 
Cyr. 8. 5. 15: Vect. 4. 35; and with μάτην γίγνεσθαι 
(13. 14) Hell. 5. 3. 8. When Roquette (De Xen. Vita p. 90, 
note) wrote pluralem maestaticum praeter Cyrop. 1 apud— 
Xenophontem non nist in libro de re equestri legisse 
memuut (a. ἵππ. 1. 1. sqq.), he might have added from 3 
13. 13 here βελτίους γίγνονται. εν δι ὧν διδάξομεν: ἐὰν γὰρ. 
κιτιλ. The poetical τοκεύς (13. 17) occurs Mem. 2. 1. 33. 
Finally be it remarked that no attention is paid to hiatus 
in these chapters any more than in the body of the work. 

There are therefore various things pointing to X. as the 
writer, and nothing, I should say, that points the other 
way. Ἐναυξάνω (12. 9) is unique or very rare in good 
Greek, but not objectionable. The passive ἐπισκοπεῖσθαι 
(12. 21) is also very rare. The absolute use of ἐναντίον 
(ibid.) is a little curious, if right. With cecodicpévos 
(13. 5) cf. not only πεπλασμένως (3.10) but many other 
such adverbs in X. (πεφοβημένως, πεφυλαγμένως, ete. : 
Sauppe’s Leailogus p. 19b). Νόημα (13. 6) and mapdy- 
yeApa (13. 9) are not elsewhere used by X. nor the some 
what poetical εὐεπής (13. 16), but the latter is just his 
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kind of word. I do not think he has a plain infinitive 
after ἐμποδών (13. 16 οὐδὲν ἐμποδὼν ἀσεβεῖν), or the phrase 
'λόγος κατέχει (13. 17 λόγοι κατέχουσι). These are all the 
points I can see, and they are quite unimportant. But 
we have to add, as before, the curious absence of the 
particle μήν. 

Certainly the contents of Chapter 13, directed against 
οἱ σοφισταὶ καλούμενοι, are at once violent and weak, but 
we do not seem warranted in saying X. cannot have 
written it. The sentiments are quite natural to him, much 
more so than to any ᾿Ισοκρατιδεύς, such as Hartman takes 
the author to have been. Such a person is indeed just the 
sort of man at whom they are aimed. Chapter 12 is 
markedly Xn. in sentiment, at any rate in the earlier part. 
Τὴ Cyr. 1. 2. 10: 1. 6. 28 and 39-41 hunting is treated 
as training and education in just the same way. But 
the manner in which the point is argued in the later part 
of this chapter is foolish. 

We come finally to the curious and tasteless mytho- 
logical preface with which the Cyn. begins. It is to be 
observed first that a preface of some kind is needed. We 
could not begin abruptly with 2. 1 or 1.18. If therefore 
the preface is spurious, it has ousted another which was 
genuine ; unless indeed the treatise was never published or 
finished by its author. Secondly there is a distinct 
reference back to it in 12. 18 of παρὰ Χείρωνι ὧν ἐπεμνήσθην. 
Unless we adopt the very unlikely theory of this being an 

interpolation, it shows that the writer of 12 (and not of 
12. 1-9 only) was the writer of 1. Thirdly the writer of 
1, whoever he was, clearly meant in some degree to suit his 
style to his subject, and in writing about heroes to adopt 
a more or less heroic or, as Plato might have called it, 
dithyrambic tone. In §§ 7, 10, 13 the expressions and 
the order of words appear to me to depart deliberately 
from the prosaic, though not in a very marked way, and 
though the vocabulary is not poetical. Other poetical 
touches are the plurals dypa: (1: cf. κυνηγέσια), αἰτίαι (10), 
perhaps γάμοι (7 cf. ὥς ποτ’ ἠράσθη γάμων Σεμέλης Eur. 
Hipp. 453 for the whole phrase) and the words κλέος (6). 
νεῖκος (17), ἀνίκητος (17). Θεά (6), though not usual in 
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prose, must be taken here as necessary to avoid the 
ambiguity that would have arisen from θεός: we have the 
more usual ἡ θεός in 10. Θεὸς ὡς (6: conjectural for θεὸς 
dv) is, if right, borrowed from the poets almost as ae 9 
as ἐρίζειν (12) from Il. 2. 555. Ἔτυχε τιμᾶσθαι (8) is 
very unusual construction, and perhaps not right, as τοῦ 
may easily have fallen out. On ἐν λόγοις ἦν (11) see note 
below. The most markedly poetical expression in the 
chapter is ἐχάρη τῷ δώρῳ (2). Δῶρον itself is a word 

mainly poetical, except in the technical sense of bribery, 
which δῶρα bears in the orators and laws: δωρεά is the 
regular prose word. X. however and Plato make free us 
of δῶρον, Aristotle now and then, But there is no mistaking 
the poetical character of ἐχάρη (see Veitch, Greek Verbs, 
p. 696), whether we adhere to χαρῇς in Plat. Rep. 606 6 o rt 
alter it to yaipys. The writer certainly had poetry, perhaps 
some particular passage, in his mind. ᾿Αναγορευθῆναι (14) 1 
a somewhat disputed form, but similar ones appear in X, 
(Mem. 1. 2. 35) and elsewhere, and this may stand or fall 
with them. = 

Δικαιότης (1) is an uncommon word which both X. and — 
Plato use two or three times. The markedly substantival 
use of καλά with or without an article, sometimes with a 
pronominal or adjectival word attached to it (2. ἑτέρα ἢ 
καλῶν : cf. 12. ὃ τῶν ἄλλων καλῶν, and ἑτέρων χρησίμων In 
18. 2) 15 familiar, like that of ἐσλά, in Pindar, but ποῦ 
common in prose. In X. cf. Mem. 2. 1. 27 καλῶν καὶ 
σεμνῶν ἐργάτην : Symp. 8.17 τὰ τοῦ παιδὸς καλά: Hell. ἃ. 
4.42 πρὸς τοῖς ἄλλοις καλοῖς. For θαυμαζέτω μηδείς (3) οἷ, 
the remark on 2. 2 above: for πολὺ ὑπερέσχε (11) that on 
4.1. Cf. πολὺ διενεγκόντες (5), τοσοῦτον ὑπερέσχε (7), τοσοῦ- ᾿ 
τον ὑπερέβαλε (12). Αἴτιοι Τροίαν ἁλῶναι (13) is paralleled 
by Hell. 7. 4. 19 (αἴτιος ἐδόκει εἶναι τὴν μάχην συνάψαι) : 
7.5.17: An. 6. 6. 8; and the only parallel which I find 
quoted to τοὺς φολ μιάδοι καὶ μητρῴους θεούς (15) is Hell. 
2.4.21 πρὸς θεῶν πατρῴων καὶ μητρῴων. On the Xn. ἐν in ἐν 
ταύτῃ τῇ παιδείᾳ τραφείς (16) see Hug Pf. to Cyr. p. xxxii. 
The single connecting τε (cf. 10.23: 12.8: 13.11)oceurs in 18. 

In spite of the ornate style, no attempt is made to avoid — 
hiatus. Notice for instance 10 πατρὸς δ᾽ ἐν γήρᾳ aaa 1 
νομένου τῆς θεοῦ οὐχ αὑτοῦ αἰτίαις ἐδυστύχησε. 
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Without pretending then that in this chapter there is 
much to be recognised as Xn., I think we may say that it 
certainly contains nothing in the vocabulary which is 
inconsistent with his authorship. He was at all times 
addicted to the use of semi-poetical words, partly perhaps 
from natural inclination, partly from having picked up 
outside Attica words and usages not so familiar in Attic 
‘speech as among other Greeks. As to the topics and tone 
of the chapter, it seems arbitrary to say that X. can never 
have written so. In the Cyropaedia there are long 
passages of a tiresome and to some extent ornate kind. 
We have seen reasons for accepting the whole of the 
Agesilaus, which contains a good deal of writing not in his 
usual vein. There is indeed nothing in the Cyropaedia or the 
Agesilaus so bad as this. But we do not know at what 
time of his life X. may have written it. It need not have 
been composed at the same time as the body of the book. 
‘It may proceed from the immature taste of boyhood or the 
failing judgment of old age. We should be sorry to think 
that he composed it in the full vigour of his faculties, but 
still with all his merits X. was far from being a great 
writer, and there is no knowing what he might do in some 
ambitious attempt. The writer of the Cynegeticus care- 
fully separates himself from the Sophists and modestly 
professes to be a mere layman in writing (13. 4); buta 
‘man does not always mean what he says, and he may very 
well have thought that he could, if he chose, beat them at 
their own weapons.! 

Critical Notes. 

_ Pierleoni’s text and critical notes (Weidmann 1902) are 
important, especially for Ch. 1. 

1. 3 After enumerating famous pupils of Chiron, the 
writer goes on: θαυμαζέτω δὲ μηδεὶς ὅτι of πολλοὶ αὐτῶν 

1 In Hermes 25 (1890) will be found an article by the late G. 
- Kaibel, which was not known to me when I wrote, but which takes 
‘much the same line. On the other side see Radermacher in Rhein. 
Mus. 51 and 52 (1896-7), who argues at length against Xn. author- 
ship, putting however the body of the work in X.’s time, though 
he thinks the preface belongs to the next century. Norden (Kunst- 

 prosa 1. 431) is against the preface, 



128 THE MINOR WORKS OF XENOPHON 

ἀρέσκοντες θεοῖς ὅμως ἐτελεύτησαν" τοῦτο μὲν γὰρ ἡ φύσις, i 
ol ἔπαινοι αὐτῶν μεγάλοι ἐγένοντο" μηδ᾽ ὅτι οὐ καὶ αἱ adr 
ἡλικίαι: ὃ γὰρ Χείρωνος βίος πᾶσιν ἐξήρκει. (The best MS. 
has not a word of ὅτι οἱ... μηδέ, but goes straight from 
μηδείς to ὅτι ov.) > 

In τοῦτο 7 φύσις a verb (6.5. προσέταξε) may have been 
accidentally lost, but I think not. Though such an ellip 
is less Greek than Latin, examples may be found. 

The meaning of οὐ καὶ ai αὐταὶ ἡλικίαι is hard to 
Mr. Dakyns says ‘that their prime of manhood so f 
differed,’ which I understand to mean that they were borr 
at very different times. But the thing intended should 
be something which they experienced “in spite of being 
pleasing to heaven, some real or apparent evil therefore. 
With the word ἡλικίαι I do not see what this can be 
excepting that some of them died young. The words will 
therefore mean literally that the ages they attained varied, | 
But the expression is imperfect, and I suggest ὅτι οὐχ αἱ 
αὐταὶ αὐτοῖς ἡλικίαι, or perhaps πᾶσιν for αὐτοῖς. I omit 
kai aS unmMeaning and as having arisen from an accidental 
duplication of αι. The writer seems to say ‘it is true 
some of them died young, but the length of Chiron’s life 
made up for it.’ [It appears now that the best MS. has not 
καί and reads ai αὐταὶ ἡλικίαι πᾶσι τούτοις, thus confirming 
my conjectures. | 

1. 7 ὧν αὐτῷ ἀντερασταὶ ἐγένοντο οἱ ἄριστοι τῶν τότε, 
μεγίστων γάμων μόνος ἔτυχεν ᾿Αταλάντης. 4 

The sentence is somewhat awkward but not wrong. 
Μεγίστων γάμων is not in apposition to ὧν, but forms one ~ 
expression with it, the antecedent γάμων being taken into” 
the relative clause as e.g. in Thue. 8. 87. 5 καταφωρᾷ ὃ 
μάλιστα ἣν εἶπε πρόφασιν -- ἢ πρόφασις ἣν εἶπε. Exactly 
parallel is Dem. 45. 74 χωρὶς ὧν οὔσης τῆς μητρὸς κυρίας 
οὗτος ἐγκρατὴς γέγονεν πολλῶν χρημάτων. ᾿Αταλάντης, 
explaining γάμων, might be a gloss, but is probabl. ra 
genuine. Of course τῶν τότε goes with οἱ ἄριστοι. μόνος is 
superfluous, but on μόνος added idiomatically to super- 
latives like εἷς and wnus see Radermacher’s Demetri 
p. 78, 
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1. ὃ ἔτυχε παρὰ θεῶν ἀεὶ ζῶν (ἀείζως Dindorf) τιμᾶσθαι. 

We should certainly look for τοῦ with τιμᾶσθαι, but cf. 
Plato Phil. 50 D οἶμαί σου τεύξεσθαι μεθεῖναί με, and Plut. 
Pelop. 33. L. and 8. cite Pind. P. 3 186, but that is a 
mistake. §6 here is of course different. 

1. 10 πατρὸς δ᾽ ἐν γήρᾳ ἐπιλανθανομένου τῆς θεοῦ οὐχ αὑτοῦ 
αἰτίαις ἐδυστύχησε. 

The construction is probably πατρὸς (αἰτίαις), οὐχ αὑτοῦ, 
and there should be a comma after θεοῦ. 

1. 11 ὑπὸ μὲν τῆς ᾿Αρτέμιδος ἐτιμᾶτο καὶ ἐν λόγοις ἦν. 

Not ‘was talked about’ but ‘used to talk with her.’ So 
Herod. 3.148 6 δὲ... τῷ Κλεομένεϊ τῷ ᾿Αναξανδρίδεω ἐν 

| λόγοισι ἐὼν κιτιλ. It is an unusual phrase. 

1. 15 δόξαν εὐσεβείας ἐξηνέγκατο ὥστε K.T. r A. Read 
«τοσαύτην; ὥστε, as in 14. 

1. 16 μεγάλα μνημεῖα παρέδωκεν. Here too there seems 
something omitted, 6.0. τοῖς ἐπιγιγνομένοις. Παρέδωκεν could 
hardly stand alone. 

1. 17 οὗτοι τοιοῦτοι ἐγένοντο ἐκ τῆς ἐπιμελείας τῆς παρὰ 
Χείρωνος, ὧν οἱ μὲν ἀγαθοὶ ἔτι καὶ νῦν ἐρῶσιν, ot δὲ κακοὶ 
φθονοῦσιν. 

ὧν is shown to be neuter, not only by the parallels of 12. 
14 and 18, but by the sense of ἐρᾶν, which almost always 
connotes desire. Men cannot be said to have ἔρως, hardly 
even envy, of heroes who died centuries since. Either there- 
fore the construction is ἐπιμελείας (τούτων) ὧν, ‘ Chiron’s 
attention to things which’ (cf. 5 and 12) or possibly τυχόντες 
has fallen out before ὧν. τυγχάνειν is used several times 
in this passage of heroes obtaining distinctions and rewards. 

1.18 ἐγὼ μὲν οὖν παραινῶ τοῖς νέοις μὴ καταφρονεῖν 
κυνηγεσίων μηδὲ τῆς ἄλλης παιδείας. 

As he is not concerned to recommend other branches of 
- education, I think he wrote <dozep> μηδὲ τῆς ἄλλης 

παιδείας. It is remarkable how often in this chapter a 
slight addition will make everything right. So in Strabo 

K 



130 THE MINOR WORKS OF ΧΕΝΟΡΗΟΝ.. 

367 ὥσπερ ye τῆς Λακωνικῆς an οὐδέ is now added after ye. 
Dindorf omitted μηδὲ... παιδείας altogether. 

Ibid. ἐκ τούτων γὰρ γίγνονται τὰ εἰς τὸν πόλεμον ἀγαθοί, εἴς 
τε τὰ ἄλλα ἐξ ὧν ἀνάγκη καλῶς νοεῖν καὶ λέγειν καὶ πράττειν. 

Hunting makes young men good in the accomplishments 
useful for war (τὰ εἰς τὸν πόλεμον 1. 12 : τὰ πρὸς τὸν πόλεμον 
12. 1) and good for all other things which teach you 
necessarily to think and speak and act properly, 1.6. good — 
for other arts which are themselves an excellent education. © 
It should be noticed that the last words are very much like ἷ 

‘the beginning of the Hipparchicus, where the hipparch — 
should pray the gods ταῦτα διδόναι καὶ νοεῖν Kat λέγειν καὶ 
πράττειν ἀφ᾽ ὧν κιτιλ. Perhaps εἴς τε τὰ ἄλλα should be τά 
7 ἄλλα without εἰς, which we may suppose to have been 
repeated by mistake. ἐκ τούτων certainly seems to refer — 
best to τῶν κυνηγεσίων just before, but it may possibly look — 
to the ἐξ ὧν coming. ; 

en ee a ὡθ μρορῷ 

road 

2. 1 πρῶτον μὲν οὖν χρὴ ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ ἐπιτήδευμα τὸ TOY 
κυνηγεσίων τὸν ἤδη ἐκ παιδὸς ἀλλάττοντα τὴν ἡλικίαν, εἶτα δὲ 
καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ ἄλλα παιδεύματα, τὸν μὲν ἔχοντα σκεψάμενον τὴν 
οὐσίαν: ᾧ μὲν ἐστὶν ἱκανή, ἀξίως τῆς αὑτοῦ ὠφελείας, ᾧ δὲ μὴ 
ἐστίν, ἀλλ᾽ οὖν τήν γε προθυμίαν παρεχέσθω μηδὲν ἐλλείπων. 
τῆς ἑαυτοῦ δυνάμεως. } 

In this unintelligible sentence the chief fault seems to be — 
in τὸν μὲν ἔχοντα, which is unmeaning and has nothing — 
answering to the μέν. If we read τὸν μετέχοντα (or 
μεθέξοντα) with no comma before it and perhaps καὶ ᾧ pe, 
or a second μέν οὖν as in 3. 11, things will go smoothly enough. — 
Anyone sharing in these amusements should take to hunt-_ 
ing and then to the rest after considering his means. If 
they are ample, he should contribute in proportion to the 
good he gets: if not, he must at any rate be zealous and do 
what he can. 

things that seem wrong or doubtful. Ido not venture to — 
deal with technicalities, but leave them to critical readers 
‘who have some knowledge of the subject. There are- 
however many passages on which a conjecture may be 
hazarded even by the most unsportsmanlike of scholars. 
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2.9 ἔστω δὲ Kal ἐν ὅτῳ ἔσονται ai ἄρκυς καὶ τὰ δίκτυα ἐν 
ἑκατέροις κυνοῦχος μόσχειος καὶ τὰ δρέπανα, ἵνα κ.τ.λ. 

Ἔν ἑκατέροις is unintelligible, and the third kind οὗ. nets 
τὰ ἐνόδια (4 etc.) ought also to be provided for. Without 
answering for the actual words, I think we should restore 
the meaning by reading something like ἔστω δὲ καὶ ἐν ὅτῳ 
ἔσονται at ἄρκυς καὶ Ta δίκτυα καὶ τὰ évddia, ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστοις ἕτερος 
κυνοῦχος μόσχειος. The τά before δρέπανα should be omitted. 
They are to take (some) δρέπανα with them. 

3. 3 αἱ μὲν οὖν μικραὶ (τῶν κυνῶν) πολλάκις ἐκ TOV κυνη- 
γεσίων ἀποστεροῦνται τῆς ἐργασίας διὰ τὸ μικρόν. 

There would seem to be some word or words missing 
after κυνηγεσίων, in which the effect of their small size was 
stated. It would probably take a participial form and may 
have been ἀπαλλαττόμεναι. Cf. the use of the word in ὃ 7. 

Ibid. For μυωποὶ δέ read <ai> μνυωποὶ δέ. So αἱ ὑψηλαὶ 
μέν and αἱ ἄψυχοι δέ a few lines below, τὰ ὦτα μέν in 4, and 
frequently. 

He says of the ἄψυχοι that they λείπουσι τὰ ἔργα καὶ 
ἀφίστανται τὸν ἥλιον ὑπὸ τὰς σκιάς, Where τὸν ἥλιον may of 

course be defended by the occasional accusative after 
ἐξίστασθαι and ἀποστρέφεσθαι. But as the accusative is not 
elsewhere found after ἀφίστασθαι, for in Anab. 2. 5.7 there is 
not the least occasion to take it so, Weiske’s rod ἡλίου is 
much more probable. It is curious that in the passage (5. 
64) in which Pollux touches on this point a similar corrup- 
tion has taken place three times over. When he speaks of 
dogs as ἐνδιδούσας ὑπὸ τὸν ἥλιον, ὑποφευγούσας ὑπὸ τὰς σκιάς, 
μαλακιούσας (read μαλκιούσας) ὑπὸ τὸ κρύος, ἐξαπισταμένας 
ὑπὸ τὸν ὄμβρον it is plain that in the first, third, and fourth 
places we must restore the genitive. 

3.4 εἰσὶ δὲ καὶ τῆς ἰχνεύσεως πολλοὶ τρόποι ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν κυνῶν. 

This may be right, but I suggest γενῶν for κυνῶν as going 
better with ἐκ. Of. §§ 1 and 11 and more particularly 10. 
1 χρὴ εἶναι τὰς κύνας ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γένους k.T.A. (on which see 
note below). 

Ibid. ai δὲ τὰ ὦτα μόνον διακινοῦσι, τὴν δὲ οὐρὰν ἡσυχῆ ἔχου- 
σιν" αἱ δὲ τὰ ὦτα μὲν ἀκίνητα ἔχουσιν, ἄκρᾳ δὲ τῇ οὐρᾷ σείουσιν. 

K 2 



132 THE MINOR WORKS OF XENOPHON f 

"Axpav δὲ τὴν οὐράν was suggested long ago and should © 
certainly be read, though neither Sauppe nor Dindorf 
adopts it, and in 6. 15 ταῖς οὐραῖς διασείουσαι should similarly 
be ras otpas. But apparently it has not been pointed out that 
we ought also (1) to read here in the first sentence ἥσυχον 
for ἡσυχῆ : (2) in 4. 3 to alter ταῖς οὐραῖς διασαίνουσαι to τὰς 
οὐρὰς διασείουσαι, like the ὄμματα διακινοῦσαι preceding it. 
In the latter place διασαίνω seems to suggest a wrong idea, 
Dogs following a scent would hardly be said σαίνειν or — 
διασαίνειν. The δια too is much more proper with σείω than 
with caivw. In 6. 23 again we find διαρριπτοῦσαι τὰς οὐράς 
of dogs on a scent, and it should be noticed that A has there 
ταῖς οὐραῖς. 

3. ὃ ὅσαι δὲ τῶν κυνῶν τὰ ἴχνη τὰ μὲν εὐναῖα ἀγνοοῦσι, τὰ δὲ 
δρομαῖα ταχὺ διατρέχουσιν, οὐκ εἰσὶ γνήσιαι. 

It seems to an ἰδιώτης that there is something wrong 
with the sense, since (1) the εὐναῖα tyvyn are necessarily 
much the more marked of the two (5. 7) and (2) ταχὺ 
διατρέχειν Would seem a.merit rather than a defect. Cf. 
6. 22: 7. 6-9. Perhaps τὰ μὲν εὐναῖα ταχὺ διατρέχουσι, τὰ δὲ 
δρομαῖα ἀγνοοῦσι might be better, but I leave this to experts. 

4. 3 is an amorphous sentence in which participles and 
imperatives are jumbled up together. Observe the MS. 
confusion of διακινοῦσαι and διακινούντων. We might insert 
ὧδε followed by a colon after ἀπαλλαττόμεναι, or something 
may have dropped out after διασαίνουσαι. Perhaps too 

᾿ κύκλους πολλούς Should be the dative. 

4.4 ὅταν δὲ περὶ αὑτὸν ὦσι τὸν λαγῶ, δῆλον ποιούντων τῷ 
κυντγέτῃ θᾶττον φοιτῶσαι μᾶλλον, γνωρίζουσαι ἀπὸ τοῦ θυμοῦ, , 
ἀπὸ τῆς κεφαλῆς, a ἀπὸ τῶν “ὀμμάτων, ἀπὸ τῆς μεταλλάξεως τῶν 
σχημάτων....... καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀληθῶς ἤδη αἰωρεῖσθαι τὴν ψυχὴν 
καὶ ὑπερχαίρειν ὅτι τοῦ λαγῶ ἐγγύς εἰσι. 

Unless the author wrote very badly, ἀληθῶς ἤδη αἰωρεῖ- — 
σθαι τὴν ψυχὴν καὶ ὑπερχαίρειν should be the thing indicated — 
by their behaviour, and not itself one of the indications. 
The indications are the physical movements. If this is so, 
either καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ should be omitted or something has been 
lost after rod, the infinitives depending on yvwpifovoat as 
in 6. 23 on ἐπιγνωρίζουσαι. But the same objection really — 
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applies to θυμοῦ, which is very oddly paralleled with head, 
eyes, etc., nor is the word used of dogs elsewhere in this 
treatise. I cannot help suspecting that τοῦ σεισμοῦ τῆς 
οὐρᾶς is what the author wrote ; and that phrase (τῷ σεισμῷ 
τῆς οὐρᾶς) actually occurs, while θυμός does not, in Pollux’ 
parallel passage (61). Cf. σὺν ταῖς οὐραῖς in the very 
similar 6. 16 below. It will of course be noticed that in 
the words of Pollux κἂν ἐγγὺς ἢ τῆς ἀνευρέσεως ὑποσημαίνειν, 
κατανεύειν, ὑποδηλοῦν, διαδηλοῦν τῇ χαρᾷ τῆς ψυχῆς, τῷ πηδήματι 
τοῦ σώματος, τῇ φαιδρότητι τοῦ προσώπου κ-.τ.λ. (a number of 
physical signs), the dative χαρᾷ supports ἀπὸ τοῦ...αἰωρεῖ- 
σθαι here. But τῇ χαρᾷ is really incongruous and Pollux 
may have written τὴν χαράν, or may have been following 
an already corrupted text of our treatise. Cf. Grattius 
237, where the dog, as he gets nearer, effecta levi testatur 
gaudia cauda. These conjectures are perhaps overbold ; 
the objections to the text should however be well weighed. 

The following section (5) excites suspicion in quite 
_ another way. 

διωκόντων δὲ ἐρρωμένως καὶ μὴ ἐπανιεῖσαι σὺν πολλῇ κλαγγῇ 
καὶ ὑλαγμῷ, συνεκπερῶσαι μετὰ τοῦ λαγῶ πάντη" μεταθεόντων 
δὲ ταχὺ καὶ λαμπρῶς, πυκνὰ μεταφερόμεναι καὶ ἀπανακλαγ- 
γάνουσαι δικαίως, πρὸς δὲ τὸν κυνηγέτην μὴ ἐπανιόντων λιποῦσαι 
τὰ ἴχνη. 
We seem to have here two versions of the same thing. 

Merafedvrwy corresponds to διωκόντων, ἐπανακλαγγάνουσαι 
δικαίως to σὺν πολλῇ κλαγγῇ Kal ὑλαγμῷ, πρὸς δὲ τὸν κυνη- 
γέτην κιτιλ. tO μὴ ἐπανιεῖσαι, πυκνὰ μεταφερόμεναι tO συνεκ- 
περῶσαι κιτιλ. Yet both versions are written in character- 
istic language (ἐπανιεῖσαι, σύν, πάντη, πυκνά, ἐπανακλαγ- 
γάνουσαι (6. 23), δικαίως) and seem to belong to one and 
the same hand, though they can hardly have been meant 
to stand together. 

4.6 εὔψυχοι μὲν οὖν ἔσονται, ἐὰν μὴ λίπωσι TA κυνηγέσια 
ὅταν ἢ πνίγη. 

The aorist is a mistake for the present (λείπωσι). Cf. all 
the corresponding clauses. In 5. 32 καταλιπών should per- 
haps be καταλείπων, but that is less clear. 

Ibid. Τῇ αὐτῇ ὥρᾳ should, I suspect, be τὴν αὐτὴν ὥραν, 
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for the accusative is the case in which this word is regularly 
used, and we have ταύτην τὴν ὥραν 5.6 and 9. 1, πᾶσαν 
ὥραν 6. 4, τὰς ἄλλας ὥρας εὖ. 14. 

5.3 καὶ οἱ ὄμβροι οἱ γιγνόμενοι διὰ χρόνου ὀσμὰς ἄγοντες 
τῆς γῆς ποιοῦσι δύσοσμον. 5 

Zeune ἐκ imtelligit says Schneider, and apparently he, — 
Dindorf, and Sauppe are content to do the same. The — 
genitive τῆς γῆς is surely impossible. Read τὴν γῆν. So 
in 9.15 the MSS. have τῆς ποδοστράβης for τὴν ποδο- 
στράβην. 

5.7 τὰ μὲν γὰρ εὐναῖα (ἴχνη) ὃ λαγῶς πορεύεται ἐφιστάμενος, 
τὰ δὲ δρομαῖα ταχύ. 

It is difficult to believe that such an expression as ἴχνη 
πορεύεσθαι is Greek. There is of course no objection to — 
πορεύεσθαι With an accusative of the ground traversed. It © 
occurs in Cyr. 2. 4. 27 and belongs to the usage noticed 
above. The difficulty is in ἴχνη. You can only traverse — 
what is already there, ground, hills, roads, tracks, ete., 
existing before you begin to traverse them. You cannot — 
be said to traverse or travel over the very tracks which by 
moving you make. The only ἴχνη of its own which a hare 
could pass over would be old ἴχνη made before. Moreover 
πορεύεται and ἐφιστάμενος are not consistent with each 
other. Schneider condemned the emendation ποιεῖται for 
πορεύεται, because ποιεῖν (ἴχνη) is used just before; but the 
middle seems unobjectionable. Perhaps however παρέ- 
xeTar may be suggested, though ταχύ goes with it less well. 

5. 8, 9 (1) Probably a comma should be put me 
ἐμπεφυκός, SO that ἐν τούτῳ may be constructed with xata- — 
κλίνονται. (2) If a full stop is placed after ἐν τούτῳ, ὃ 9 ᾿ 
faulty in construction: either a verb is missing or ποιού- 
μενος Should be ποιεῖται. I would put a less stop after 
ἐν τούτῳ and carry on the force of κατακλίνεται into ὃ 9. 
In that case μὲν οὖν -- μέν, as in De Re Hq. 6. 14 μάλιστα 
μὲν οὖν... εἰ δὲ μή, κιτ.λ. ᾿ 

5. 10 There seems something wrong with εἶτα δέ. What — 
follows is not additional, but contained in what precedes. _ 
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5. 13 πολύγονον δ᾽ ἐστίν. Probably zoAvyovos, unless 
with Pollux 5. 73 we should add τὸ θηρίον. The neuter is 
not so used, I think, in this treatise. 

5. 15 This section, which contains a precept, certainly 
comes in very oddly in the midst of pure description. Yet 
we cannot simply omit or transplant it, because αὐτῶν in 16 
would then have nothing to refer to. As a precept, its 
proper place would be in 6. 12,13. Another curiously 
detached precept appears in § 34. In this fifteenth §, if 
there is nothing lost, rods λειμῶνας, etc. must be accusatives 
of space traversed: cf. 4. 9 and remarks above (p. 113). 

Ibid. ὑπάγοντα τὰς κύνας. 

ἐπάγειν is the regular word. Cf. 6. 25 τὰς κύνας ἐπαγό- 
μενον : 10. 19 τὰς κύνας ἐπάγουσι: Arr. Cyn. 20. 3 εἰ πλείους 
κύνας ἐπαγάγοιντο: Od, 19. 445 τὸν δ᾽ ἀνδρῶν τε κυνῶν τε περὶ 
κτύπος ἦλθε ποδοῖιν, ὡς ἐπάγοντες ἐπῇσαν, and the noun 
ἐπακτήρ tb, 435. 

5. 16 τοὺς δὲ μείζους ΡΝ χόνσαὶ ai κύνες ἀφαιροῦνται. 

They do not ‘take away Ὁ the hares from somebody : 
they carry them off, ἀναιροῦνται. So in 24 foxes ἀναιροῦνται 
hares and their young. 

5. 18 ἐὰν ἔχωσιν ἔνιοι ἐρύθημα. 

For ἔνιοι, which is clearly wrong, editors adopt ἔνιον, but 
the singular ἔνιος seems not known in good Attic Greek, 
though Aristotle has it. Can the right word be ἐνόν t [So 
too Diels.] We have three lines further on τὸ γὰρ φανὸν 
τὸ ἐν αὐτοῖς ἐνὸν ἀντιλάμπει. But ἔχωσιν ἐνόν is awkward. 

5. 20 ὑπ’ αὐτά, παρὰ τὰ αὐτά, διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν... . ἀποχωροῦσι. 

Here too ὑπό seems an error for ἐπί. Read ἐπὶ τὰ αὐτά. 
In 6. 17 on the other hand I suggest below ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν 
for ἐφ᾽ αὗτόν. 

5. 25 κυνηγέται δὲ εἰς μὲν τὰς ἐρήμους (τῶν νήσων) ὀλιγάκις 
ἀφικνοῦνται, ἐν δὲ ταῖς οἰκουμέναις ὀλίγοι ὄντες καὶ οὐ φιλόθηροι 
ot πολλοί 

Editors seem not to have seen that the predicate of the 
last clause is missing. We might possibly think him to 
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have meant that, as the people were few and not much 
given to hunting, they left the hares to multiply. In that 
case something like φαίνονται οἱ ἔνοικοι might be inserted 
after οἰκουμέναις Or ὀλίγοι ὄντες. But is he really likely to 
have said broadly that in all the inhabited Greek islands 
the population was scanty, so scanty as not to keep 
down the number of hares? It would seem then as 
though ὀλίγοι ὄντες had neither sense nor construction, and 
Radermacher’s ἁλιεύοντες would certainly lack the latter 
without being strong in the former. Ὀλίγοι may be due to 
ὀλιγάκις, in which case it is vain to ask for what word 
it stands, but a verb must be missing. On the other hand 
some part of ὀλιγωρεῖν would not seem out of place here. 
Possibly we should read ὀλιγωροῦσι---ὄντες καὶ οὐ φιλόθηροι, 
the blank standing for an adjective. 

5. 27 καὶ ἡ ποδώκεια πρὸς τὸ ἀμβλυώττειν αὐτῷ πολὺ συμ- 
βάλλεται: ταχὺ γὰρ ἑκάστου παραφέρει τὴν ὄψιν πρὶν νοῆσαι 
O τι €OTL. 

The genitive ἑκάστου seems questionable in construction 
and in meaning. Perhaps we should read <zap’> ἕκαστον, 
the loss of παρ being due to the very similar γάρ preceding. 
Cf. 6. 10 παραδεδράμηκε παρὰ τάδε: Cyr. 5. 2. 29 παρ᾽ αὐτὴν 
τὴν Βαβυλῶνα ... παριέναι. 

5. 29 οὐδὲν γὰρ τῶν ὄντων ἰσομέγεθες τούτῳ ὅμοιον ἐστὶ πρὸς 
δρόμον. ᾿ 
Ὅμοιον is clearly needed, but, as all MSS. appear to 

have ἀνόμοιον, we might perhaps consider whether ἰσομέ- 
γεθες τούτῳ ὃν ὅμοιον Should not be read. Indeed ὄν seems 
to me to be wanted. 

5. 31 καὶ θεῖ (so most MSS.) seems better than θεῖ. 
Otherwise some particle (καί, yap, or δέ) would seem needed 
with τιθείς. But θεῖ is probably distinguished from πηδᾷ. 

5. 33 οὕτω δὲ ἐπίχαρι ἐστὶ τὸ θηρίον ὥστε οὐδεὶς ὅστις οὐκ 
ἂν ἰδὼν ἰχνευόμενον, εὑρισκόμενον, μεταθεόμενον, ἁλισκόμενον 
ἐπιλάθοιτ᾽ ἂν εἴ του ἐρῴη. 

I quote these often quoted words only that I may take 
occasion to complete the emendation of a passage in which 
Plutarch refers to them. In Moralia 1096 ¢ we read τὸ 
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1 τοῦ Ξενοφῶντος ἐκεῖνό μοι δοκοῦσι καὶ τὸν ἔρωτα ποιεῖν ἐπιλαν- 
| βάνεσθαι, where Cobet saw from this passage that ἐρῶτα 

should be ἐρῶντα. But one sees from it also that ἄν must 
be added (κἄν or ἐρῶντ᾽ ἄν), as the sense is that even a 

| lover would forget. So Arrian 16. 6 has ἐπιλάθοιτ᾽ dv and 

J again οὐκ ἂν ἐπί ye τούτῳ ἐπιλαθέσθαι av. 

ὅ. 84 Ἔν͵ δὲ τοῖς ἔργοις κυνηγετοῦντα ἀπέχεσθαι ὧν ὧραι 
᾿ —" καὶ τὰ νάματα καὶ τὰ ῥεῖθρα ἐᾶν. τὸ γὰρ ἅπτεσθαι 

ούτων αἰσχρὸν καὶ ss καὶ ἵνα μὴ τῷ νόμῳ ἐναντίοι ὦσιν οἱ 

ὄντες. 
No one has discovered or ever will discover what τῷ 
νόμῳ ἐναντίοι means. But the remedy is not far to seek. 
This i is one of many passages where a negative prefix has 

‘been omitted. The author wrote τῷ ἀνόμῳ, the lawless 
sportsman. Plato Laws 8238 calls pirates θηρευταὶ ὠμοὶ 
᾿ καὶ ἄνομοι. 

᾿ For the curiously elliptical καὶ ἵνα cf. Ar. Ach. 654. 

6. 1 ἐγκατερραμμέναι δὲ ἐγκεντρίδες should be changed to 
accusative. It is parallel to τοὺς ἱμάντας and governed 

ἔχουσαι supplied from ἔχοντες. 

8. 8 In the middle of various pieces of advice as to 
ar apap of nets we find interposed these incongruous 
vords : ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἰχνείαις μὴ ὑπερβάλλεσθαι: ἔστι γὰρ θηρα- 
κὸν ie φιλόπονον δὲ τὸ ἐκ παντὸς τρόπου ἑλεῖν ταχύ Mr. 

| Dakyns, following the editors, translates ‘In hunting, “ no 
procrastination ” should be the motto, since it is sports- 
Ymanlike at once and a proof of energy by all means to 

offe t a capture quickly.’ On this it may be noted (1) that 
ἰχνεία is not hunting in general but following the trail: 
(2) that Schneider has seen the remark to be quite out of 
‘place in a context referring only to nets: (3) that for the 
above sense re καί or καί--καί ( would be needed with θηρατικόν 
Jand φιλόπονον, not μέν and δέ, which could not here mean 
\both, and. Starting from these last words, we may, I 
{ think, arrive at a partial solution of the difficulties con- 
ἡ ined i in the passage. From their nature the two epithets 
vannot be contrasted any more than with μέν and δέ they 
an. be simply coupled. What the author wrote was there- 
fore «οὐ!» φιλόπονον δέ: to insist on a speedy capture by 
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some means or other may be θηρατικόν, 1.6. result in a good 
bag, but is οὐ φιλόπονον, t.e. is an indolent, unsportsmanli 
practice. Of what then is he speaking? Not of procras 
tination, but ὑπερβάλλεσθαι in another sense, akin to that 

of 13. 13 ἐὰν μὴ πόνοις καὶ ἐνθυμήμασι καὶ ἐπιμελείαις 
ὑπερβάλλωνται: cf. 1. 12. They are not to exceed in som 
thing, push something too far in an unsportsmanlike. 
manner. But here we come to a final difficulty which Τὶ 
cannot quite solve. Ταῖς ἰχνείαις is clearly wrong, at 
Schneider was right in saying that something about ne 
was needed, though he failed to see the drift of the passage. 
Evidently it was that the nets were not to be put so as 
give the hare no chance of escape: that would be @npe : 
μέν, ov φιλόπονον δέ. But what ταῖς ἐχνείαις stands for I 
will not venture to suggest. Cf. however the note on 7. 10 
below, and for οὐ φιλόπονον that on 6. 17. 

6. 10 διωκόμενον δὲ τὸν λαγῶ εἰς τὰς ἄρκυς εἰς τὸ πρός 
προϊέσθω. | 

The meaning drive forward for the middle προΐεσέ 
quite unsubstantiated (in Soph. Frag. 153 προσίεται is 1 
read) and such action on the net-keeper’s part is 
superfluous. The dogs do it better. Προϊέσθω seems to 
a mistake for προΐτω or πορευέσθω, with which we shou 
have to read διωκομένου τοῦ λαγῶ, like the ἐμ ; 
immediately following. 

Ibid. δηλούτω ὅτι οὐχ ἑόρακεν 7 οὐ κατεῖδε. 
Editors usually write of. I should rather regard | 

κατεῖδε as a repetition of οὐχ ἑόρακεν and omit it. So in t 
schol. to Ar. Plut. 1045 ἑορακέναι is glossed by θεάσασθϑ 
Cf. however 19. οὗ κατεῖδε (1) would come out of 
place, (2) has been anticipated in παραδεδράμηκε παρὰ τι 
ἢ τάδε. 

6. 15 From ἐπηλλαγμένα to ἄγνωστα should be put 
τριπλᾶ. Both sense and grammar will gain by this. 

6. 17 ἐπιδραμοῦνται ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν" ὃ δ᾽ ἐξαίφνης avagas ἐφ᾽ ain 
ὑλαγμὸν ποιήσει τῶν κυνῶν. Bik 

‘Ed’ αὗτόν seems very feeble. Should we read ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν, 
We read of the dogs in 23 that ὑφ᾽ αὑτῶν ἀναστήσουσι TH 
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ιγῶ. i both places I suppose it to mean that he gets up 
just under them. ᾿Αναστήσουσι may suggest ἀναστάς here, 
and cf. ἐξαναστήσεται in 10. 9, but there is no reason for 
suspecting dvagas. Cf. Hymn. Hom. 19. 38 φεῦγε δ᾽ 

aca. 

i 1 bid. ἐμβοώντων δὲ αὐτῷ (the hare) διωκομένῳ, ἰὼ κύνες, ἰὼ 
caxds, σαφῶς γε ὦ κύνες, καλῶς ye ὦ κύνες. 

ae All through these directions only one κυνηγέτης is 
ssumed, So in 16 and immediately below in this §. For 

ἐμ βοώντων therefore we must read éuBodrw or éuBoav. It 
s not seem possible that the ἀρκνωρός should be included : 

2 is too far off. 
(2) For κακός Sauppe and Dindorf in his Teubner text 

give κακῶς, the unmeaning reading of V (the margin of A 
nas κάς). καλῶς would be much better, but not right. 
Without thinking it probable, I will just suggest that ἰὼ κύνες, 

ἰὰ ὃ λαγῶς were the real words. Cf. Diog. 2.5. 37. Νὴ A?, 
εἶπεν, tv’ ἡμῶν πυκτευόντων ἕκαστος ὑμῶν λέγοι Εὖ Σώκρατες, 
εὖ ἘΞανθίππη. [But it is probably lost labour to correct ἰὼ 

κακός, for it is not found at all in the good MSS.] 
' (3) The correction σοφῶς for σαφῶς is of course right. 
Besides ὃ 13 and 3. 7 cf. Pollux 5. 60 σοφάς" εὔρινας, 

᾿εὐαισθήτους : Arrian Cyn. 1.2; 3.1: 5.6: Ar, Nub. 773 
σοφῶς γε νὴ τὰς χάριτας etc. 

Ibid. καὶ κυνοδρομεῖν .. . κατὰ τὸν λαγῶ καὶ μὴ ὑπαντᾶν' 
ἄπορον γάρ. 

_ For this use οὗ κατά οὗ. Ar. Paw 1050: Av. 1178. 
_ What is meant by saying that you should run with the 
dogs and not try to meet the hare coming back, because 
t hat is dzopov? It cannot mean ‘would stop proceedings ’ 
Dakyns) and clearly does not mean ‘hopeless,’ because he 

on to say that the hare usually does turn back. No 
doubt he wrote ἄπονον : ‘it is an indolent thing to do.’ In 
“Herod. 7. 26 R has πόρον, other MSS. πόνον. In Aen. 
ΐ act. 14. 2 πόνων is an admitted blunder for πόρων. Only 
'seven lines below he tells us κυνοδρομεῖν ὡς τάχιστα Kal μὴ 
; φιέναι ἀλλ᾽ ἐκπερᾶν φιλοπόνως, and φιλοπονία is really the 
point of the whole treatise. Cf. 1. 7 and 12: 13.14: and 
“Many passages about πόνοι and πονεῖν, such as 12. 16. 17. 
7 
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Add the following passages of Plato: Lach. 194 Β τὸν 
ἀγαθὸν κυνηγέτην μεταθεῖν χρὴ καὶ μὴ ἀνιέναι: Rep. 535d... 
τὰ μὲν ἡμίσεα φιλόπονον, τὰ δὲ ἡμίσεα ἄπονον"... ὅταν τις 
φιλογυμναστὴς μὲν καὶ φιλόθηρος ἢ καὶ πάντα τὰ διὰ τοῦ 
σώματος φιλοπονῇ : Laws 824 a of different forms of hunting, 
ἡ μὲν τῶν εὑδόντων ad κατὰ μέρη, νυκτερεία κληθεῖσα, ἀργῶν 
ἀνδρῶν, οὐκ ἀξία ἐπαίνου, οὐδ᾽ ἡ τῶν (510) διαπαύματα πόνων 

κακοί. It may fairly be argued that ἄπονον here and « οὐ ‘| 
φιλόπονον in 8 confirm one another. 

6. 18 The hare πάλιν περιβάλλει ὅθεν εὑρίσκεται ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ 

Sir A. Grant and Mr. Dakyns understand that it 
returns to the place where it was found, but the meaning” 
of ὅθεν and the tense of the verb forbid this. For εὗρες 
σκεται read ἁλίσκεται, ‘and this usually causes its capture.’ 
Cf. 5. 29 περιβάλλων καὶ ἀγαπῶν τοὺς τόπους ἐν οἷς ἐγένετο Kab 
ἐτράφη ἁλίσκεται. I have suggested εὕδειν for adev in 4 
Vesp. 319. 

6.19 ἐὰν πάλιν ἀπαντῶσι διώκουσαι αὐτόν. 

We seem to want something like πάλιν « περιβαλόντι:» 
as in 18 πάλιν περιβάλλει. That is the clear meaning. , 

6. 20 πρὸς δὲ τοῖς ἄλλοις κελεύσμασιν, ἐὰν Gow ἐν ὄρει at 
μεταδρομαΐί, ἐπικελεύειν τόδε, Εὖ κύνες, εὖ ὦ κύνες. 

Εὖ is certainly wrong. ᾿Επικελεύειν implies an ex- 
hortation, not a laudatory εὖ Moreover εὖ would almost _ 
certainly have ye added to it as it has in 19, and as καλῶς, 
and σοφῶς have in 17: cf. Arrian 18.1: Ar. Hecles. 213 
εὖ γ᾽, εὖ ye νὴ A’, εὖ ye: tb. 241, etc. But I would ne 
adopt the conjecture eta (if indeed there was such a word). | 
The Bacchic expression is unfitted for dogs. Ela is 
obviously what we want, and perhaps should be substitute 
for eda in Suidas. 

7. 2 διαφθαρῶσι should have been accepted for δια 
φθείρωσι. Arrian 28. 2 points to the former, not the 
latter. Cf. 7b. 17. 2: 26, 4. ἢ 
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7.10. Even Schneider’s transposition of §$ 10 and 11 
will not make προσμένειν ταῖς ἄρκυσιν in the former into 
good sense. What is needed is προσμένειν τοῖς ἴχνεσιν, and 
this has perhaps been corrupted through zpos ταῖς ἄρκυσι 
occurring at the beginning of 11. Cf. 6. 20 ἐν τῷ ἴχνει ὦσι 
and πρὸς αὐτοῖς τοῖς ἴχνεσι, and 0. 21 προστῶσι τοῖς 
ἴχνεσι. 

7. 11 ἀφεθήσονται δὲ τούτου ὅταν ἤδη K.7.X. 

If τούτου means the straying or the subsequent return 
(Schneider), we should expect ἀφήσονται. But it seems to 
me to mean the being fed at the nets. This is to last ἕως 
ἂν νέαι Sow, and to be discontinued ὅταν ἤδη x.7.d. 

Ibid. ἐπιμέλειαν yap ποιήσονται ! 

yap and δέ get exchanged. 

8. 1 ἰχνεύεσθαι δὲ τοὺς λαγῶς ὅταν vidy ὃ θεὸς ὥστε 
> ΄ \ a oS) κα ἡ“ ΄, ὃ ͵ + 
ἠφανίσθαι τὴν γῆν" εἰ δ᾽ ἐνέσται μελάγχιμα, δυσζήτητος ἔσται. 
ἔστι δὲ ὅταν μὲν ἐπινίφῃ καὶ ἡ βόρειον, τὰ ἴχνη ἔξω πολὺν χρό 
ς μ \ i , ἢ a Ν xr" ς 3 fated δα Ν δῆλα. οὐ γὰρ ταχὺ συντήκεται" ἐὰν δὲ νότιόν τε ἢ καὶ ἥλιος 
> , 8Ὰ 7 / \ Ν “ “ 39. ,ὕ 
ἐπιλάμπῃ, ὀλίγον χρόνον: ταχὺ γὰρ διαχεῖται" ὅταν δ᾽ ἐπινίφῃ 
συνεχῶς, οὐδὲν δεῖ: ἐπικαλύπτει γάρ 

_ As the opening words of this chapter stand, they mean 
‘that the time for tracking hares is when snow is on the 
ground. One would think that there must have been 
something to limit this statement, as he has previously 
been dwelling at considerable length on the tracking of 
them at other times of the year. The words are far too 
absolute. 

A careful reading of this passage will make us hesitate 
about ὅταν μὲν ἐπινίφῃ. ᾿Επινίφειν is not simply to snow, but 
to go on snowing or snow again: and what is the difference 
between ὅταν μὲν ἐπινίφῃ and ὅταν δ᾽ ἐπινίφῃ συνεχῶς Then, 
remembering that μέν and μή sometimes get confused, we 
shall see that we ought to read ὅταν μὴ (or ὅταν μὲν μὴ) 
ἐπινίφῃ. The tracks are clear, when no more snow falls 
and there is a north wind: when it keeps on snowing, it is 
no good (οὐδὲν δεῖ) to try. I hardly think ἔξω can be right 
by itself. 
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[I have retained this note, but feel no doubt that ὅταν 
μὲν ἐπινέφῃ, Since suggested by Van Leeuwen, is the right 
reading. | Pm 

9. 5 ἐπειδὰν δὲ ἴδῃ αὐτὸν (the fawn), προσιέναι ἐγγύς. ὃ δ᾽ 
ἕξει ἀτρέμα πιέσας ὡς ἐπὶ γῆν καὶ ἐάσει ἀνελέσθαι. = 

Such a use of πιέσας is unique and not intelligible. Read 
πτήξας. ὡς can hardly be right. 

9. 11 Should not καί or re be aided to ἐν ταῖς διόδοις ? 

10. 1 ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γένους. 

As he has just named four kinds, read ἐξ ἑκάστου for ἐκ᾽ 
τούτου. z 

10. 4 πρῶτον μὲν οὖν χρὴ ἐλθόντας οὗ ἂν οἴωνται εἶναι, 
ὑπάγειν τὸ κυνηγέσιον, λύσαντας μίαν τῶν κυνῶν τῶν AaKawor, 
τὰς δ᾽ ἄλλας ἔχοντας δεδεμένας συμπεριιέναι τῇ κυνί. ’ 

Mr. Dakyns translates ‘the company being come to some 
place where a boar is thought to lie, the first step is to 
bring up the pack, which done, they will loose a singl 
Laconian bitch,’ etc., and this, I imagine, represents ἢ 
general view of the meaning. There are at least tw 
objections to it: (1) it is impossible without inserting a κα 
before λύσαντας, (2) there seems no reason why the dogs 
should be carefully kept back until after ‘the company’ hac 
arrived, but they would all arrive together. Taking τὸ 
γέσιον to mean the quarry, I propose to read ὑπάγον. 
occurs often enough of people retreating, withdrawing, etc., 
and we may understand it here ‘wherever they think the 
game keeps itself retired, is lying concealed.’ This is 
slight development of the more usual meaning. I believe 
we have the same sense in 6. 12 τὰς κύνας λαβόντα ἰέναι mp 
τὴν ὑπαγωγὴν τοῦ κυνηγεσίου, Which is translated ‘to rouse tk 
game’ or ‘intent on the working of the pack’ (Dakyn 
who adopts the former), both translations being I think 
untenable. Ὑπαγωγή is the ‘retreat’ of the game. It ma 
be noticed that ὑπάγειν and traywyy are used by Aristotle 
Hist. An. 5. 2. 6: 6. 29. 1 of a certain squatting posture ὁ 
animals. This is again a distinct sense, but it goes to she 
by analogy the possibility of the sense I assume here 
Pollux 5. 11 cites ὑπάγειν as used of such animals as ar 

| 

΄σ 
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hunted, but in what sense he does not clearly indicate. I 
should like to find some good authority also for κυνηγέσιον 
used of the game. But, though none is quoted, compare 
the uses of θήρα ἄγρα, venatio, venatus, chasse. It seems 
to be so used in 6. 11 πρὸς τὸ κυνηγέσιον. 

10. 5. It is not easy to make anything of ἡγουμένῃ 
ἀκολουθίᾳ. We might read ἡγουμένῃ δὲ ἀκολουθοῦσιν ἔσται 
καὶ κιτ.λ., OF ἔσται δὲ καὶ τοῖς κυνηγέταις ἡγουμένῃ ἀκολουθοῦσι. 

10. 6 ἡ δὲ κύων <ds> ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ ἀφίξεται « εἰς» τόπον 
ὑλώδη ἰχνεύουσα ἵ 

Is there any passage in prose where the preposition is 
omitted with the verb of motion? The other loss is an 
easy one after wr. 

10. 7 συνέχονται yap ἐν Tots ψιλοῖς αἱ ῥᾶχοι. 
The verb seems unmeaning, but no good substitute has 

been found. ᾿Ανέρχονται would be suitable enough, if legi- 
timate: but I cannot find it used of plants except in Od. 6. 

Ibid. ὑπὲρ δὲ ἑκάστης. For ὑπέρ read περί. 

10. 11 ἐπανιεὶς ἔχῃς. Only one example of ἔχω with a ᾿ 
present participle (Kur. Tro. 317 καταστένουσ᾽ ἔχεις) is cited 
by Kiihner, and it is certainly very rare. Perhaps there- 
fore we should read éraveis. The use of an intransitive 
participle with ἔχω is noticeable. 

10. 21 Reading κινδυνεύουσιν, ὅταν ἐν κιτιλ. with Schnei- 
der (MSS. ὅταν δέ, but cf. the impossible δέ after εἰσβολαί 
in ὃ 19), we may add some such word as λαβόντες after 
προβόλια. Cf. §$ 11, 12, [Codex B adds ἔχοντες. Pterleont. | 

12. 1 Read περὶ μὲν <otv> αὐτῶν. Soin ὃ 2 the MSS. 
give μέν only: μὲν yap is due to Stobaeus. 

12. 6 σπανίζοντες yap καρπῶν τὸ ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐνόμισαν ὅμως 
τοὺς κυνηγέτας μὴ κωλύειν διὰ τὸ μηδὲν τῶν ἐπὶ τῇ γῇ φυομένων 
᾿ἀγρεύειν: πρὸς δὲ τούτῳ μὴ νυκτερεύειν ἐντὸς πολλῶν σταδίων, 
ἵνα μὴ ἀφαιροῖντο τὰς θήρας αὐτῶν οἱ ἔχοντες ταύτην τὴν τέχνην. 
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Omitting διά or διὰ τό, editors and translators have give Us 
some very surprising interpretations of μηδέν... .dypevew. 
Lenz (quoted by Mr. Dakyns) suggested what seems to me 
plainly right, the omission of τό only: but he failed to give 
the passage its true meaning, which is that they did ποῦ 
prevent them from following the chase on account of any- 
thing (διὰ μηδέν) growing upon the ground. In other wore 
huntsmen might go anywhere in spite of the ground being 
cultivated, or planted. Plato Laws 824 B gives exactly 
similar liberty : μηδεὶς τοὺς ἱεροὺς ὄντως θηρευτὰς κωλυέτω;, 
ὅπου καὶ ὅπῃ περ ἂν ἐθέλωσι κυνηγετεῖν : and compare th 
advice given above (5. 34) ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις κυνηγετοῦ 
ἀπέχεσθαι ὧ ὧν ὧραι φέρουσι. It is quite impossible that τ 
φυομένων should refer to animals: it can only mean vegeta 
tion, and ἐπὶ τῇ γῇ is used instead of ἐκ τῆς γῆς because it is 
the surface of the earth and the use made of the surface 
that are here present to the mind. The erroneous insertior 
of τό is probably due to the frequency of διὰ τό and ai 
infinitive, a construction which occurs six times in this 
chapter. No instance is cited of éypevew used absolutely or 
intransitively, but there can be no objection to it. Θηρᾶν 
and θηρεύειν have not always an object, nor has our hunt. — 

The subject of vuxrepevew is indefinite: in reality ὁ 
ἔχοντες ταύτην τὴν τέχνην are meant. There was to be nc 
night-hunting, that the (professional ?) night-hunters might 
not spoil sport for the gentlemen who hunted by day. In 
the Laws u.s. night-hunting with nets is wholly forbidder 
but apparently because it is ἀργῶν ἀνδρῶν. ΕῚ 

12. 7 The pastime of hunting σώφρονας ποιεῖ καὶ δικαίους 
διὰ τὸ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ παιδεύεσθαι. 

Dindorf compares Thuc. 1. 84. 7 ἐν τοῖς ἀναγκαιοτάτοι» 
παιδεύεσθαι, and this is no doubt the general meaning, bu 
how can it be got out of ἀληθείᾳ! I suspect εὐτελείᾳ, 
was the original word. The confusion of a and ev is a 
familiar one, and ἀτελείᾳ may have been corrected ta 
ἀληθείᾳ. ΣΣυνηθείᾳ (12. 4) or εὐηθείᾳ (cf. 13. 16) has als 
occurred to me, but εὐτελείᾳ seems just the right expressic ' 
and much more likely than either of them. Cf. Thuc γ᾽ 
dides’ per’ εὐτελείας. We find the same sentiment Symp. 
4. 42 πολὺ δικαιοτέρους γε εἰκὸς εἶναι τοὺς εὐτέλειαν μᾶλλον 
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πολυχρηματίαν σκοποῦντας : Athen. 8r: Philostr. V. Apoll. 
6. 10 p. 110. 

12. 15 of μὲν οὖν παρασχόντες αὑτοὺς ἐπὶ τὸ ἀεί τι μοχθεῖν τε 
καὶ διδάσκεσθαι αὑτοῖς μὲν μαθήσεις καὶ μελέτας ἐπιπόνους 
ἔχουσι, σωτηρίαν δὲ ταῖς αὑτῶν πόλεσιν. 

Παρέχειν αὑτοὺς ἐπὶ τὸ μοχθεῖν seems an odd expression 
and the datives with ἔχουσι are clearly impossible. The 
MSS. are divided between παρασχόντες and πάσχοντες : I 
should conjecture that the real word, the source of the two 
false readings, was παρασκευάζοντες. Παρασκευάζειν αὑτὸν 
ἐπί τι is an unexceptionable expression and we actually 
have a little before in ὃ 11 παρασκευάζουσιν αὑτοὺς τῇ 
πατρίδι χρησίμους εἶναι. - Cf. §§ 1 and 7, where the word 
also occurs. Having thus got rid of παρέχειν from the 
rst clause, we are free to put it into the second; αὑτοῖς 
μὲν μαθήσεις καὶ μελέτας ἐπιπόνους «παρ! ἔχουσι. This 
phrase is slightly odd, but caused and excused, I think, by 
the antithesis with σωτηρίαν δὲ ταῖς ἑαυτῶν πόλεσιν. If it 
were not for that, the writer would hardly have said 
“Tapexev αὑτοῖς μαθήσεις. 

12. 18 ἧς ὅτι μὲν ἐρῶσι πάντες εὔδηλον᾽ ὅτι δὲ διὰ πόνων 
ἐστὶ τυχεῖν αὐτῆς, οἱ πολλοὶ ἀφίστανται. 

Is it possible to understand only with διὰ πόνων (cf. for 
instance two clauses in f.A. 1. 6), or should we read διὰ 
πόνων <povov>, in which words a reason for the loss of 
μόνον is obvious, or «ἀνάγκη ἐστίν, or something similar ? 

12. 21 ὑπὸ δὲ τῆς ἀρετῆς οὐκ οἰόμενοι ἐπισκοπεῖσθαι πολλὰ 
Kaka καὶ αἰσχρὰ ἐναντίον ποιοῦσιν, ὅτι αὐτὴν ἐκεῖνοι οὐχ 
ἫΝ 

᾿ ὁρῶσιν. 

He argues in a somewhat puerile manner that, if Virtue 
had a material body (cf. Phaedrus 250p), men would pay 
‘more heed to her, εἰδότες ὅτι ὥσπερ αὐτοῖς ἐκείνη ἐμφανὴς 
ἐστίν, οὕτω καὶ αὐτοὶ ὑπ᾽ ἐκεΐνης ὁρῶνται. Then follow the 
words above quoted. It is quite clear that ὅτι αὐτὴν 

ἐκεῖνοι οὐχ ὁρῶσιν is not right, because ἐκεῖνοι could not be 
used of persons who are also the subject of the main verb 
ποιοῦσιν. The two pronouns have exchanged terminations 
and we should read ὅτι αὐτοὶ ἐκείνην οὐχ ὁρῶσιν, αὐτοί and ἐκείνη 

L 
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eee δεν, being used as in the other words above quoted. T can_ 
make no sense of Sextus Emp. Adv. Math. 7. 62 ὡς yap αἰτὰν 
ἐκείνοις οὐ φαίνεται, οὕτω καὶ ἀνάπαλιν τὰ τούτοις φαινόμενα ἐ ἐκεί 
νοις ov προσπίπτει. without reading τούτοις (possibly αὐτοῖς ?) 
ἐκεῖνα for αὐτὰ ἐκείνοις. ’*Evavtiov seems used somewhat 
oddly in the sense of ‘publicly,’ unless we are to read 
ἐναντίον «αὐτῆς». 

After a few words we find in 22 εἰ οὖν εἰδεῖεν τοῦτο ὅτι 
θεᾶται αὐτούς, ἵεντο ἂν ἐπὶ τοὺς πόνους ots OEE κἀτεργ ΓΟ ὍΝ 
αὐτήν. The other optatives require ἵεντο to be changed to 
an optative too, unless they themselves should be made 
indicatives, as in 19. See however Frohberger ad Lys. 10. 
8. The aorist optative of ἵεμαι is not found elsewhere 
except in compounds, e.g. πρόοιντο in 11 of this chapter, 
and the right form of it seems rather doubtful. It is 
obvious how easily εἶντο might pass into ἵεντο. 

13. 4 παρὰ τῆς ἑαυτοῦ φύσεως. 

So Joannes Damascenus. But our MSS. have παρὰ ris 
αὐτῆς φύσεως. Was the original zap’ αὐτῆς τῆς φύσεως 
This would perhaps suit better with the personifying — 
παρά. 1 

ΤΩΝ 

13. 5 ὧν δὲ δέονται εἰς ἀρετὴν of καλῶς πεπαιδευμένοι ὀρθῶς 
ἐγνωσμένα ζητῶ λέγειν. Ἵ 

The perfect πεπαιδευμένοι certainly seems strange 
(Hartmann). We should look for παιδευθησόμενο. Ought — 
we to read οἱ καλῶς ye παιδευσόμενοι (Crito 54 A παιδεύσονταιν 
or παιδευόμενοι t A simpler change would be κακῶς or 
«μὴ» καλῶς πεπαιδευμένοι, but it would hardly give a 
satisfactory sense. X. is not correcting or supplementing: 
a faulty education, but indicating what the right system is 
to be from the first. 

13. 6 ψέγουσι δὲ καὶ ἄλλοι πολλοὶ τοὺς νῦν σοφιστὰς Kal οὐ 
Ν ’ 7 9 “a SF ’, Ν 3 > ΡΝ. 

τοὺς φιλοσόφους, ὅτι ἐν τοῖς ὀνόμασι σοφίζονται καὶ οὐκ ἐν τοῖς 
νοήμασιν. 7 

It may be right to bracket these words, but a strong” 
enough case is hardly made out against them. I should 
incline to make the minor change of omitting one τούς so as to 
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get τοὺς viv σοφιστὰς καὶ οὐ φιλοσόφους. (So too Kaibel.) 
There is no point in saying that people blame the sophists, 
not the philosophers. What follows, οὐ λανθάνει δέ x.7.X., 
seems too corrupt or too imperfect for restoration. 

Ibid. οὐ λανθάνει δέ pe ὅτι καλῶς καὶ ἑξῆς γεγραμμένα φήσει 
τις ἴσως τῶν τοιούτων οὐ καλῶς οὐδ᾽ ἑξῆς γεγράφθαι: ῥᾷδιον γὰρ 
ἔσται αὐτοῖς ταχὺ μὴ ὀρθῶς μέμψασθαι. καίτοι γέγραπταί γε 
οὕτως, ἵνα ὀρθῶς ἔχῃ καὶ μὴ σοφιστικοὺς ποιῇ ἀλλὰ σοφοὺς καὶ 
ἀγαθούς: οὐ γὰρ δοκεῖν αὐτὰ βούλομαι μᾶλλον ἢ εἶναι χρήσιμα. 

In the two last sentences the author clearly means that 
he has not tried to write καλῶς, at any rate not as sophists 
would reckon τὸ καλόν. It is therefore impossible that the 
first sentence can be right. I would suggest that καλῶς καὶ 
ξῆς γεγραμμένα Should be transferred to the second sentence, 
and there inserted between μή and ὀρθῶς, thus indicating 
that there would be ground for finding fault with μὴ καλῶς 
καὶ ἑξῆς γεγραμμένα, or the words might be put between μή 
and σοφιστικούς in the sentence following. Most MSS. 
omit φήσει---ἑξῆς : that seems due to the recurrence of 
adds and ἑξῆς in the interpolated text. 

13. 10 γιγνώσκονται μὲν ἐπὶ τὰ βελτίω, ἐπίπονοί τ᾽ εἰσίν. 

Obviously δέ should be read for re. Their life is 
honourable but laborious and unpleasant. ’Ezizrovoi is not 
the same as φιλόπονοι. Πλεονεξίαι δημόσιαι just before 
means advantages for the state. 

13. 13 οὐκ ἂν ἕλοιεν ἄγρας. 

‘Rather «τὰς; ἄγρας, as in 12. 3. 

13. 18 Brennecke seems right in saying that the proper 
place for these words is in chapter 1, probably after ὃ 17. 



XII. | 

SYMPOSIUM. HIERO. CYROPAEDIA VIII. 8.3 

BEFORE passing on to general considerations about the 
authenticity of the disputed treatises I should like to add 
some details as to certain other portions of the Xn. corpus 
The authorship of the Symposiwm and Hiero has beer 
questioned much less than that of the other works we have 
examined, but, as doubts have been sometimes expressed, it 
seems worth while to deal with them. I propose therefore 
to state in a short and summary way the results of one 
reading devoted entirely to the study of the vocabulary. 
Further research would no doubt yield more material. IT 
note nothing in the vocabulary of either which seems to me 
to tell against the ordinary view that they were written by 
X., and I find a long list of things that are distinctly 

peculiar or almost peculiar to X., partly such as are noticeably 
common in him, and in a few cases such as, though they de 
not actually occur in his other writings, belong to the clas: 
of words that we have repeatedly noticed as a mark of his 
style. Readers who have followed me so far will have na 
difficulty in recognising most of the following points anc 
may easily satisfy themselves as to the others. 

1. Symposium. Classifying roughly for practical pur 
poses by the parts of speech, we may notice among sub 
stantives φέγγος, ὄμμα, ὄψεις (eyes), ὀδύνη, μόχθος, τέρψις 
θᾶκος, ἔπος, εὐφροσύνη, χῶρος, ἀνδραγαθία, εὐνή ; and among 
adjectives γοργός, ἔνθεος, φιλόφρων with φιλοφροσύνη, καλὸς 
κἀγαθός With καλοκἀγαθία, παιγνιώδης, ἀναμφίλογος, εὐχάριστον 
= εὔχαρις, προσεμφερής (3), ἀειγενής, ἰσῆλιξ, ῥᾳδιουργός with 
ῥᾳδιουργῶ, ἀπόκρυφος, ἐθελούσιος, ἀκόρεστος, ἐπαφρόδιτος and 
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ἀνεπαφρόδιτος, αἰδήμων, λαμυρός, ἀλκίμος, ἐράσμιος, εὐήλιος, 
ἱεροπρεπής, ἀξιοπρεπής, ἀρεστός, With the adverbs θαρρούντως, 
πυκνά, ἐχθιόνως, ἰσχυρῶς = σφόδρα (4. 23, 52), ἀναμίξ. 
Notable verbs are λήγω, συνέπομαι, ἀναστενάζω, ἵεμαι, κοιμίζω, 
αὔξω, τέρπω, καθίζω (3. 11: cf. Cyr. 2. 2. 14), φωνῶ, ἀγάλ- 
λομαι, ἔλεξεν instead of the εἶπεν of common Attic prose, 
συμπαρομαρτῶ, μαστεύω, περιττεύω, ἡδυπαθῶ, συνδιημερεύω, 
λήθω, σπουδαιολογῶ, προστατῶ, κυνοδρομῶ, καταδυναστεύω, 
κατάρχω, χλιδαίνομαι, θάλλω, μειῶ, προσορῶ, νέμω, ἀπεμπολῶ, 
κεντρίζω, ἀφροντιστῶ, περιέπω, καταθεώμαι, ἐρευνώ (ἐρευνητέον 
8. 39), ἀναπτερῶ, the aorist ὠρέχθην, and the participle 
σεσαγμένος With genitive. There are further to be noticed 
the prepositions ἀμφί (1. 3 twice and 7), ἀνά (3. 6), σύν (2. 
5, 15, 22: 5.10: 8. 40: 9. 7): ἐκ like tad with a passive 
verb (1. 10): ὡς in its characteristic Xn. uses, (1) final 
(5. 9), and (2)=dere with infinitive (2. 8: 4. 39) or 
indicative (4. 37: 8. 35: 9. 3): temporal ἐπεί (2. 2 and 
often) : πολύ with comparatives (1. 4 and often): πρόσθεν 
a 6 and 15): the Ionic ἥπερ, if right (1. 15): καί... .δέ 
(1. 11: 2.9). Roquette’s table (De X. Vita, p. 39) gives 
the single connecting re as occurring 6 times, re. . . re Once 
and X.’s favourite μήν in not less than 33 places. The 
Xn. anaphora is also abundant. No attempt is made to 
avoid hiatus. 

2. Hiero. Observe the substantives εὐφροσύνη (re- 
peatedly), λεηλασία, ἔρυμα, Paria, δῶρα, κτῆνος, ἀλκή, ἐμπό- 
ρευμα, τέκνα and τεκνοποιός, ἐπικράτεια, φόρημα, and the 
adjectives μείων (with μειονεκτῶ repeatedly and ped), ἐχυρός, 
€xtrAews, ἀγλευκής, ἀκήρατος, ἀλληλοφόνος, μιαιφόνος, ἄλκιμος, 
εὔοπλος, ἀργαλέος, λυσιτελής, ἐξαπίναιος, ἔκπαγλος, ἀγχιτέρμων, 
εὐμενής, ἐθελούσιος, with the adverbs ἰσχυρῶς = σφόδρα (1. 
33), μεγάλως, ἐντόνως. Xn. verbs are εὐφραίνω (passim), 
ἀνιῶ, ὑπουργῶ with ὑπουργία, ὀνίνημι, γαυροῦμαι, αὔξω, μεγαλύ- 
vopat, βιοτεύω, κοιμῶμαι, κατακτείνω, δεσμεύω, φέρομαι, γεραίρω, 
δωροῦμαι, λυσιτελεῖν, συμπαρέπομαι, ἀγάλλομαι, ῥᾳδιουργῶ, 
συμπαρομαρτῶ, ἀργεῖσθαι, ἐξορμῶ, ἐξάγομαι, προστατεύω, πλου- 
tito. Finally we notice ἀμφί (τι) ἔχω (1. 12), ἀνά (7.9: 10. 
5), σύν (9. 8), ὡς with infinitive (10. 1), temporal ἐπεί (7. 1 
and 11), πῇ and ὅπῃ (1.2 and 4. 9), Waand ἔνθαπερ (1. 11: 
2. 4), πολύ with comparatives (1. 8, etc.), πρόσθεν (2. 18), 
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ἔμπαλιν (4. 5), ὡσαύτως (7. 6). According to Roquette pay 
is found 11 times, re... re 3 times, and the single τε on 
but I notice this re twice in 2. 17 and once again in 7. 2. 
Anaphora is frequent. Hiatus is admitted freely. £ 

3. Cyropaedia 8. 8. It is well known that in the last 
chapter of the Cyropaedia the writer suddenly changes his 
point of view and passes from enthusiastic admiration of 
Cyrus and the system of the Persian empire to a most 
unfavourable and gloomy picture of its present condition. — 
The difference is so striking that many critics have thought 
the chapter can be nothing but an addition by a later hand. 
They hold that X. could never have appended to his— 
own book a chapter which may be almost said to refute his 
pleading, sometimes direct, sometimes implied, for the 
monarchical principle and in particular to stultify his — 
glorification of Persia. The chapter does indeed curiously 
resemble one in the Respublica Lacedaemoniorum (Ch. 1 
which should no doubt change places with Ch. 15 and 
stand at the end of the book), where the writer also turns — 
round on himself to a certain extent and shows the 
degeneracy of the people he has been praising ; but apart 
from the general question of the authorship of the #.L. it~ 
has been especially doubted whether Ch. 14 is a genuine 
part of it. To me there seems nothing in the matter 
of either chapter that is really inconsistent with Xn. 
authorship, especially if we suppose, as we quite well may, 
that they were added by X. at a later time. The more fond 
his faith in Lycurgus and Cyrus, the sharper his con- 
demnation of any departure from the spirit of their 
institutions. But it is certainly worth while to extend our 
view for a few minutes from the opera minora to the 
Cyropaedia and apply to this doubtful chapter the same 
method which we have followed so far. Unless it is valid 
in all instances, it is not valid in any. 

Taking, first, words alr eady noticed as in various degrees 
characteristic of X., we find ὡς with infinitive = ὥστε (11): 
σύν (3, 12 twice, 27, or four times altogether): ἐπεί of time 
(2. 3. 12, 26): ἔστε (9): re... re (1.16): πρόσθεν 11 times. 
and ζώων ρόῦθεν the more common Attic form not once: πολύ, 
not πολλῷ, with comparatives (4. 15): τῷ παντί with com- 
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parative (7. 20): τέκνα (4): ἐκπονεῖν (8) and κοιμᾶσθαι (9) : 
δικαιότης (13): σαφηνίζω, εὐνή, ὡσαύτως (16, εὐνή again in 
19). ᾿Αλλὰ μήν, καὶ μήν and the still more characteristically 
Xn. γε μήν occur three or four times apiece. 

The metaphorical use of κυβερνᾶν (1) belongs to X. and 
Plato. It will not easily be found in any orator except 
Antiphon (1. 13), and many uses in Antiphon are just the 
exception which proves the rule. So σέβομαι (2) and σέβω 
will be found in X. and Plato, very seldom in any other 
Attic prose. The anaphora in 2 (εὐθὺς μέν... εὐθὺς δέ...) 
is quite Xn. Ἐμπεδοῦν ὅρκους, etc. and δεξιὰς διδόναι grve 
pledges (2) occur in X., hardly at all elsewhere in prose. 
The use of zpo in the sense of on behalf of (4. 20) is mainly 
poetical, though it may now and then be found in prose, 
e.g. Demosth. 14. 4.: 21.179: in X. there are not a few 
examples. Ὑποχείριος (4), used occasionally by Herodotus 
and Thucydides but hardly ever by an orator, occurs over 
and over again in X. T'epafpw (4) is used once by Herodotus, 
a few times by X., otherwise in poetry only. The sentence 
ὁποῖοί τινες yap ἄν x.t.A. (5), including the peculiar position 
of av, which I noticed in Cyn. 6. 20, occurs with some 
change in Vect. 1. 1. The accusative in tm’ αὐτούς (5) of 
persons under the authority of others is not cited from any 
author but X., who has it several times. The poetical 
ἀθέμιστος (5) occurs Cyr, 1. 6. 6: Mem. 1. 1.9. The use 
of εἰς in respect of (6 εἰς χρήματα ἀδικώτεροι) I find cited 

only from Thucydides, Plato, X. among prose writers 
(Kihner ὃ 432), but it may occur elsewhere. ᾿Αναστρέφεσθαι 
(7) versart is a frequent Xn. word, apparently not much 
in use with the orators. The adverbial τὸ παλαιόν (7) is 
also used by him. For the rare orepeoty (8) cf. de Re Kg. 
4. 3 and 5, and for the rare διάγω (9) with a participle several 
other passages of Cyr. If in the same section οὐδαμοῦ 
ἐπιτηδεύεται equals, as I think it does, οὐδαμῶς or οὐδέποτε 
ἐπιτηδεύεται, οἵ. Mem. 1. 7. 2 ἔργον ye οὐδαμοῦ ληπτέον. I 
count five examples of ὅπως as a final conjunction in the 
chapter (9, 14 twice, 16, 20), and no instance of va. Be 
it remembered that in the Xn. corpus taken together iva 
and ὅπως are just evenly balanced, and that in some works 
ὅπως is the commoner, 6.6. in the Cyr. as a whole, whereas 
in the orators as a whole ἵνα occurs about fourteen times 
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as often as ὅπως. Θαμά (12) must be extremely rare in 
ordinary prose (Isocr. 12. 102%), but it occurs in Mem. 2. 
1. 22, and we have noticed that X. sometimes has θαμινά. 
Θηρᾶν (12) we have seen to be a form that X. much prefers — 
to θηρεύειν. The uncommon figurative use of ἀποσβέννυσθαι 
(13 and 15) occurs in Cyr. 5. 4. 80: Oec. 5.17. The verb 
κακοποιῶ (14) occurs in no good prose-writer but X., who 
has it a few times: Isocrates however has κακοποιία once. 
X. is also the only good prose-writer from whom θρυπτικός 
(15) is cited: he and Plato use θρύπτομαι too; cf. θρύψις 
in 16. Σϑτολή -- ἐσθής (15) is poetical and quite uncommon 
in Attic prose : very often in Cyr. The illogical expression 
ov povov... ἀρκεῖ (16 and again 17) is paralleled by the 
editors from Mem, and Hell. and occurs indeed Cyr. 1. 6. 
16. The uncommon σκεπάζω (17) occurs Mem. 3. 10. 9 
and de Re Hq. 12.8. The secondary use of καλλωπίζομαι 
(18) occurs a few times in both X. and Plato: it seems 
probable that no orator has it. With the adverbial ἐξ 
ἀδίκου (18) cf. ἐκ τοῦ δικαίου Hell. 6. 5. 16. The poetical 
ἱππότης (20) occurs Cyr. 1. 4. 18: de Re Hq. 8.10. Ῥυθμίζω 
(20), does not occur elsewhere in X., but μεταρρυθμίζω. 
does. δΔυνάστης (20), not at all a common word, is used by 
him three or four times. ᾿Αποπαύω (22) seems to belong to 
the poets, Plato, and X. With ὁμόθεν (22) from near cf. 
ὁμοῦ in Cyr. 3. 1. 2, etc.: ἐγγύς, ἐγγύθεν are of course the 
ordinary Attic words. Ὁμόθεν is found also Cyn. 7.8. We 
find in 24 and 26 two instances of that use of the oblique 
cases of σφεῖς which gets rarer and rarer as Attic prose 
goes on and for which the orators as a rule employ cases of 
αὐτοί: there are very many such in X. Ὑφίεσθαι (26) will 
not easily be found in any Attic prose writer but X., not 
even in Plato. ἸΠολεμιστήριος (26) is used by him three or 
four times and ὑποτίθεμαι (27) in the same sense as here in 
de Re Eq. 3. 7. Finally let us remark that, as in the 
works of X., no sort of care is taken to avoid hiatus. 
Observe, for instance, 3 ἐπεὶ ἔγνωσται ἡ ἀσέβεια αὐτῶν, or 13 

τὸ μὴ ἰέναι ὅπου ἂν ἀποφαινόμενοι εὐδοκιμοῖεν. 
Of the points I have now stated, forty to fifty in number, 

and some of course very small, about a dozen were indicated 
by Eichler in his Dissertatio de Cyropaediae capite eatremo 
(1880). These included several of the more important, 6.6. 
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σύν, ἔστε, ye μήν, and such words as ἱππότης and yepaipw. 
Probably others still remain to be noticed. 

As far as I can see, nothing occurs in the language 
of the chapter that can be called un-Xn. The use 
of a few words not found in him elsewhere is of no 
importance. 



ΧΙΠ.--ΟΟΝΟΠΌΞΙΟΝ 

Our discussion has taken no account of any external evi- 
dence that there may be, bearing on the genuineness of the _ 
disputed works. In point of fact it will be found that this 
evidence, although as far as it goes it is in favour of them 
all, possesses no very great intrinsic value. It is something 
that a work should by manuscript tradition be included ir 
the writings of a given author. It is something that i 
should be definitely ascribed to him by later writers. But, 
when several centuries intervene between the earlies 
of these later writers and the author in question, their 
ascription carries with it but little authority; and no 
greater weight attaches to the mere presence of the work 
in the collection of writings, when we are quite in the 
dark as to the circumstances under which that collection 
was formed and when we know well that into similar col. 
lections (Hippocrates, Plato, Demosthenes, Aristotle) works 
found their way which had no business there. As far ὃ 
I know, the literature now extant contains nothing for ς 
three centuries after X.’s death, and indeed in most cases: 
for a good deal longer, to indicate that any one of the 
works in question was or was not considered to bate been 
written by X. When Diogenes Laertius (2. 57) gi 
list of what X. wrote, and adds (as the text atau) th 1 
Demetrius Magnes questioned the genuineness of the #.Z., 
we are not justified in assuming that Demetrius had the © 
same canon of the Xn. writings before him and that of thea | 
all he took exception only to the one mentioned. The pas 
in Plutarch’s life of Agesilaus (19) may suggest, but ita 
no way implies, that Dicaearchus, a pupil of Aristotlal | 
knew Ages. as X.’s, nor can Polybius be quoted as attesting 
the Xn. authorship of the ὦ. L. The treatise περὶ 
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ὕψους by the Pseudo-Longinus, if we assign it as we 
probably may to the first half of the first century of our 
era, is relatively early evidence for anything of the kind, 
when it connects the &. L. with X., and in the case of 
Ages. we can get further back to Cicero. But these are 
probably the first ascriptions to be found, and they leave a 
gap of three hundred or more years. If there were serious 
reasons otherwise for holding that X. did not write Ages., we 
should not be bound to think much of the fact that Cicero 
believed he did. That belief is something, but it does not 
carry us far. When we come to Plutarch, Arrian, Athe- 
naeus, Pollux, Diogenes, Stobaeus, we are getting five, six, 
and more centuries away from X. himself, and their testi- 
mony is in reality worth little or nothing. It must be 
remembered too that Pollux, Diogenes, and Stobaeus 
ascribe to X. the R. A., which no one now believes to be 
his. It is therefore not too much to say that the external 
evidence (except perhaps the apparent scepticism of Deme- 
trius Magnes regarding 1). L., as to which I have suggested 
that the text of Diogenes is wrong) goes for almost nothing 
and that we are thrown back upon the evidence of an 
internal kind. 

Internal evidence here seems to divide itself mainly into 
three parts. We may ask whether a book refers to histor- 
ical facts in such a way as to indicate a date for itself, or 
shows by what we find in it or by what we do not find that 
it must have been written after or before some. particular 
event. In the case of any book of disputed authorship we 
have to inquire whether there is anything of this kind 
about it inconsistent with the ordinary ascription. Putting 
aside the R. A., we may say confidently that from this 
point of view there is nothing in any of these treatises with 
which we are now concerned that may not have been 
written by X. Even those who call them in question have 
not, I think, seriously argued that there is, unless it be the 
statement about Agesilaus’ age in Ages. 1. 6. Certainly 
none of the disputed writings, so far as I remember, makes 
reference to or implies any historical facts that X. may not 
have known. Second comes the question whether the ideas, 
opinions, feelings, that find expression in a book, are such 
as the supposed author is likely to have entertained. On 
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this point we may say that the greater part of the contents 
of our books is markedly and strikingly in accord with the 
sentiments habitually found in X., and that, when allow- 
ance has been made for differences of date and circum- 
stances, there does not seem to be anything really alien 
from X.’s point of view. Moreover, the possibility of inter- 
polation is to be borne in mind, when we are considering 
either this point or the last. It should be added that the 
subjects treated of are on the whole just such as we should. 
expect from X. Apol. is on the subject of Mem.: Cyn. 
suits perfectly the author of two treatises on riding: Ages. 
and 1. L., harmonise admirably with the facts of X.’s life. 
Vect. is somewhat different, but it is just the practical dis- 
cussion of a business question that we should look for from 
him, and it goes very well with parts of Oecon. 

The third question of internal evidence is the question 
of literary style. Putting aside the facts that may be 
referred to and the views that may be expressed, do we find 
that in the constituent elements of style, so far as they 
admit of being analysed or estimated, a book agrees with 
the acknowledged writings of its reputed author? Are 
these particular treatises in the Xn. style? Now many 
things enter into style, and it is much easier to examine 
some than others. There are points of style which it needs 
no small perspicacity to seize, and which cannot be brought 
out and made plain to all the world, even if it admits of 
being done at all, without a very great expenditure of time 
and trouble. There are things which the ordinary eye can 
hardly be made to see, whatever pains you take. About 
these points then, or some of them, there must always be 
uncertainty. Even those who have an eye for them may 
not agree among themselves as to their significance and 
value. Often they do not admit of very precise statement, 
and when stated they may impress capable judges in very 
various ways. But the actual vocabulary of a writer, the 
point to which we have directed our attention so much in 
these Xn. studies, is a matter of plain, hard, undeniable 
fact, which we may indeed overlook, but which admits of 
precise study and has an importance that in many cases no 
one can fail to recognise, when his attention has once been 
called to it. The subtle use of a word, the finer turns of 
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expression, may not be apparent to a man, even when 
pointed out to him ; but everyone can see that, if a writer 
habitually and without technical necessity uses a word or a 
number of words not employed freely by his contempo- 
raries, there is something which calls for notice and, it may 
be, for explanation. 

The best writers of Attic prose fall into two well-defined 
groups. The first of these consists almost entirely of the 
orators. They use, we are safe in saying, the actual Attic 
speech of their time, not indeed in all its colloquial idiom 
and ease, but in its serious and slightly formal shape, just 
as Burke and Macaulay and Bright in their speeches give 
us the English that has really been spoken in the best 
English society for 100 or 150 years past. This is not a mere 
presumption founded upon the reflection that orators would 
be ridiculed if they departed much from the ordinary lan- 
guage of their times. It is a fact that can be abundantly 
proved by comparison of them on the one hand one with 
another and with Aristophanes and the Comic Fragments, 
and on the other hand by comparison or contrast of them 
all with the writers of the other group. They differ of 
course among themselves to some extent. The style of 
Lysias is not that of Isocrates. Hyperides and Demo- 
sthenes can be quite well distinguished. But in the main 
their vocabulary is the same, that of the average well-edu- 
cated Athenian of the time, speaking on a serious subject.! 
And, when we find that certain words are practically not 
used either by them or in the ordinary language of Aristo- 
phanes, we may usually conclude with confidence that these 

_ words were seldom heard on Athenian lips. 

1 We must of course remember the distinction drawn by 
Isocrates, who is thinking mainly of himself: 15. 46 εἰσὶ γάρ tives 
οἱ τῶν μὲν προειρημένων οὐκ ἀπείρως ἔχουσι, γράφειν δὲ προήρηνται 
λόγους οὐ περὶ τῶν ὑμετέρων συμβολαίων ἀλλ᾽ Ἑλληνικοὺς καὶ πολιτικοὺς 
[καὶ πανηγυρικοὺς Blass], obs ἅπαντες ἂν φήσειαν ὁμοιοτέρους εἶναι τοῖς 
μετὰ μουσικῆς καὶ ῥυθμῶν πεποιημένοις ἢ τοῖς ἐν δικαστηρίῳ λεγομένοις 
καὶ γὰρ τῇ λέξει ποιητικωτέρᾳ καὶ ποικιλωτέρᾳ τὰς πράξεις δηλοῦσι, καὶ 
τοῖς ἐνθυμήμασιν ὀγκωδεστέροις καὶ καινοτέροις χρῆσθαι (ζητοῦσιν, ἔτι δὲ 
ταῖς ἄλλαις ἰδέαις ἐπιφανεστέραις καὶ πλείοσιν ὅλον τὸν λόγον διοι- 
κοῦσιν. ὧν ἅπαντες μὲν ἀκούοντες χαίρουσιν οὐδὲν ἧττον ἢ τῶν ἐν τοῖς 
μέτροις πεποιημένων, πολλοὶ δὲ κιτιλ. Even in ἃ law-court Ἑλληνικοὶ 
καὶ πολιτικοὶ λόγοι sometimes presented themselves. 
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The other group is made up mainly of Thucydides, Plato, 
Xenophon, and we may perhaps add Aristotle. These 
again differ greatly among themselves, much more than 
the members of the former group. But they have this in 
common, that their vocabulary departs in a marked manner 
from what we are justified in regarding as the type of 
actual Attic speech. It departs from this type in varying 
degrees and ways and no doubt for different reasons in the 
different cases, but-there can be no doubt in the mind of any- _ 
one who has looked into the facts that it does depart from 
it. Roughly speaking, their diction is to that of the 
orators and comic poets as the diction of Livy and Tacitus 
with other Augustan and later authors is to that of Cicero 
and Caesar. But in Latin the styles were successive, while 
in Attic they were contemporary ; and in Latin the syntax 
often became poetical as well as the vocabulary, whereas 
in Attic this was very seldom the case. 

Thucydides was archaic. We must of course take into 
account his earlier date ; but apart from that his bent was 
towards singularity, and no doubt his long absence from 
Athens also affected his style. Every Thucydidean scholar 
knows how he not only uses rare words that oceur perhaps 
nowhere else, but affects to some extent a language of the 
poets and old Athens that can hardly, even when he was ἃ 
boy, have been in familiar use. The grammarians tell us 
that his dialect is ‘old Attic’: scholars have perhaps not 
recognised adequately, though they have seen to some 
extent, that his vocabulary is ‘old Attic’ too. Plato, who 
is in some ways the most Attic of writers, and who purports 
to give us the living language of Athenian conversation, 
does as a matter of fact avail himself frequently of words 
that we may be sure were not commonly used even by the 
best educated men, 

> ἈΝ Ν ’ ᾽ 3 3 Ν ’ 
εἰς τοὺς τραγῳδοὺς χρήσιμ᾽, οὐκ εἰς τὸν βίον. 

Probably travel had little to do with it in his case. His 
literary sense was much too fine to be affected by any such 
influences. What moved him was no doubt his own 
delicate taste, the leaning to a certain daintiness and 
exquisiteness of style, a -poetic refinement. But we must 
recognise that the real Athenians of the fourth century 
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talked even less like the interlocutors of the Phaedo and 
the Phaedrus than Englishmen of the last fifty years have 
conversed or made speeches in the style of Modern Painters 
or Marius theEpicurean. Aristotle was not an Athenian and 
he was already or almost grown up when he first settled in 
Athens. He too partly no doubt from this cause, has 
many things that we have every reason to believe were 
foreign to the best Attic of his time. 

But of the four writers above named X. is certainly the 
one whose diction is the most peculiar. On this there is 
the less reason now to dwell, because we have been studying 
it in detail for some time back. Nor will I now inquire 
into the cause or causes of his singularity. Croiset says he 
used the words which he heard as a boy in the rural parts 
of Attica. It is more commonly attributed to his travel- — 
ling and living abroad, or to his personal taste founded on 
study of the poets. All we need say is in general terms 
that he has a perfectly distinguishable vocabulary of his 
own, which has much in common with the vocabularies of 
Thucydides, Plato, and Aristotle, but at the same time is 
different from any of them, and can, as we have seen, 
be identified by a very considerable number of marks, 
large and small. He has many of the semi-poetical words 
employed by them and a great many also of his own, occur- 
ring more or less frequently in him and seldom or never 
elsewhere. The details of this most remarkable vocabulary 
we gather in the first instance from those books which, 
whatever doubts have been felt about their precise form 
or about this or that small part of them, no one has 
seriously called in question as wholes : I mean the Anabasis, 
the Hellenics, the Memorabilia, the Cyropaedia, the Oeco- 
nomicus, the two treatises that relate to riding. When we 
have made allowance for difference of subjects and dates 
and for the natural variations of an active mind, we find 
one vocabulary running through all these, and that a voca- 
bulary such as no other good prose writer employs. Now 
Attic, now Ionic, now poetry, now prose, it is a bizarre 
diction peculiar to X. The most noticeable things are not 
the ἅπαξ λεγόμενα or the out-of-the-way words that occur 
just a few times, much less the technical terms: they are 
the words quite common in the poets or in Herodotus and 
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sometimes in the Hippocratean treatises, in some cases used | 
by Thucydides and it may be by Antiphon, sometimes 
appearing again later in the Kowy or frequent in Lucian: 
names for common things and familiar ideas, which the’ 
comic poets and the orators must have used over and over 
again, had they formed part of ordinary Attic speech, from 
the days of Aristophanes and Lysias to those of Demo- 
sthenes and Philemon. These are the words on which T 
have mainly dwelt and for all purposes they are the mony | 
significant. 
“For our own immediate inquiry the point is that this 

characteristic individual style is found in every one of the 
disputed writings, the R.A. excepted, and in every part of 
them all. Of course they vary, just as parts of the Hel- 
lenics vary, just as the Hipparchicus varies from the Mem- 
orabilia. But, roughly speaking, we have seen that the 
same familiar features appear and reappear throughout the 
whole series. This has been demonstrated in such detail. 
that it seems needless to dwell upon it again in general 
terms. But be it observed for the benefit of those who 
have not troubled to master the details that the evidence 
is in its nature cumulative. We are not arguing that, 
because X. uses one word and another and they are used , 
also in these treatises, therefore these treatises were written — 
by X. We argue that he wrote them because there are 
scores of things, which a minute study finds to be common 
to them with the undoubted works of X. but not with 
ordinary Attic prose. 

These four great points then have been shown. The ex- 
ternal evidence, though too late to be very valuable, is 
wholly in X.’s favour. The internal evidence that indicates 
any date of composition agrees with what we know as to 
the dates of his life. The subjects are his and the senti- 
ments are his. Finally the style is his, and above all the 
diction is a unique diction which characterises everything 
he wrote and which is found in no other writer of the time. 

On the other hand the arguments that have been adduced 
against genuineness are not strong at all. They must of 
course be considered in detail before they can be fairly 
appreciated, and this it has been no part of my plan to do, 
nor do I propose to review them now. It is enough to say 
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that against the very serious considerations above stated 
they seem to me in almost all cases singularly weak. There 
is in fact little more in any of them than a subjective 
impression on the part of this or that reader that X. was 
not the author, an impression (we should notice) often un- 

connected with any really careful study of X.’s ways of ex- 
_ pressing himself, though it has sometimes rested upon a much 
too narrow view of the limits within which his style could 
range. Critics have been struck for instance by the epi- 
deictic manner of the Agesilaus, and have been almost blind 
to the thoroughly Xn. character of the words in which it is 
couched. But withoutentering on the question of the genuine- 
ness of this or that particular work we may briefly notice 
one or two general considerations that suggest themselves. 

It may be said for instance that, if there are some spurious 
things among the works ascribed to X., this is only what 
has happened in other cases, and that we might in fact expect 
it to happen in his case too. Various dialogues, not to 
mention the Letters, found their way into the Platonic 
collection, of which some were condemned even in antiquity 
and still more have been generally regarded by modern 
scholarship as spurious. The corpus Aristotelewm was and 
is swollen with many things that Aristotle never wrote. 
Medical works by all sorts of authors pass under the name 
of Hippocrates. It is thought that Demosthenes had 
nothing to do with many of the speeches traditionally 
assigned to him. 

All this is true and relevant. But we must take note 
that three of the writers now named were founders of 
schools, occupying a very great and prominent position. 

Τὺ was much more natural for the writings of their disciples 
or followers to get collected together, to resemble those of 
‘the master, and to be confounded with them, than for things 

28 this kind to happen frequently in the case of a private 
derson like X., who founded no school, taught nobody, and 

iad as far as we know no followers of any sort. As for 
ihe spurious Demosthenic speeches, the number of which 
sat present very doubtful, certainly the case is not the 
ame as with Hippocrates, Plato, and Aristotle. But the 

 eputation of Demosthenes was so great that the temptation 
Ὁ ascribe things to him would be unusually strong. It is 

M 
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very noticeable too that the chief reasons for doubting | 
certain speeches are just such reasons as fail to presen 
themselves in the case of X., that is reasons founded upon 
the language in which the speeches are written. The 
freer admission of hiatus, the presence of words which 
Demosthenes. was not likely to use, these are the chief 
arguments adduced. 

But, it will be said, it is not a mere speculation that the 
works of other men might get mixed up with those of X. 
The thing has admittedly occurred in the case of the f.A., 
and therefore it might occur in other cases too. This is an: 
argument certainly not without weight. When you have 
once allowed a spurious work, you cannot maintain the 
impossibility of others. Nor is it the possibility of others” 
against which I am arguing, but the contention that any ; 

᾿ valid case for others has been actually made out. In reality 
the 1.4. is a very double-edged argument. If it shows 
on the one hand that a work not written by X. could come 

to be included in the collection of his writings, it showsll on 
the other hand how a work not written by him betrays 
that fact instantly both by chronological data and by th 
total absence of all his peculiarities. ‘3 

It may be thought again that the facts stated above as t Ὁ, 
the language of what I have called the two great groups 0 
Attic prose writers do not point exactly to the conclusi ᾿ 3 
which I have drawn. The facts go to show that the orators 
of Athens used a decidedly restricted vocabulary ; but per- 
haps the historians, the philosophers, the vam cael he 
miscellaneous writers, all used as a matter of course th 
other and wider vocabulary, or various vocabularies accords | 
ing to the nature of their work. We know that in some: 
cases there was a recognised dialect for particular kinds of 
composition. At one time history, philosophy, and scienc 
notably medicine, were always written in Ionic Greek, 
though the author was not an Ionian and was not writi ἡ ; 
for Ionian readers. Tragic dialogue had a language of 7 
own, far removed even in the case of Euripides from t 
real speech of Athenians. Lyrics, again, whothtey 
tragedy or not, have words of their own that tre 
dialogue for some reason not known to us never borrow 
Many words familiar in epic and metrically suitable ἢ 



CONCLUSION 163 

tragedy are yet never used by the tragic poets in iambic 
verse, and are often avoided by them in lyric verse too. 
The language of Aristophanes varies to some extent with 
his metre, even excluding lyrics. If these and similar dis- 
tinctions were carefully or instinctively maintained, why 
may we not think that the vocabulary of Plato or X. is not 
peculiar to the man but characteristic of the kind of 
literature? Then anyone, X. or not, writing on these 
subjects, would use roughly the same vocabulary, and the 
choice of words is no evidence of authorship. 

But there are two or three things that may be pointed out 
in answer to this. First of all prose is so different from 
verse that parallels from the latter are of no real value here. 
Everyone feels how much depends on metre. Then the 
f.A. helps us again. It is not a speech, but a political 
pamphlet, just as R. L., perhaps Vect. and Ages., may be 
classed as pamphlets. Yet it is written in the most frugal 
Attic, at least as simple and every-day in language as the 
speeches of Lysias or Hyperides. The writer, whoever he 
was, certainly did not think there was any style proper for 
him other than that which he used in daily life. So when Iso- 
crates composed the Nicocles, the Ad Nicoclem, the Demon- 
acus, none of which is there any reason for calling a speech, 
he adhered to his usual vocabulary, although it is true that in 
the work last named two or three words have been noted as 
unusual. Again the works, disputed and undisputed, 
making up the corpus Xenophonteum, are of the most 
diverse character. Technical treatises about horses and 
dogs, riding and hunting, are as far removed as possible 
from the panegyrical display of the Ageszlaws and the long- 
winded romance of the Cyropaedia. Of course too their 
style does vary accordingly. But the vocabulary, so far as 
differences of subject and the necessity in some places of 
many technicalities admit, is noticeably and undeniably the 
Same throughout. If the choice of words was to vary 
regularly with the kind of literature, this is not what we 
should expect to find. But the strongest point is this. 
These studies have been written to little purpose, if they 
have not shown that there was a use of words peculiar and 
individual to X. Some things he had in common with 
Thucydides, others and more with Plato, others with this 

M 2 
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or that writer; but some he had entirely to himself among 
writers of prose, and many others, though not exclusively 
his, are so markedly and characteristically his, that, taking 
them as a sum total, they tell an unmistakable tale. The 
point is not only that the disputed works are partly written 
ina language common to X. and others, different from that 
of the orators, but also that they are partly written in a 
language which belongs to X. alone. 

Then stress is laid upon the manner and spirit in which 
some of the writings are composed, a manner and spirit 
said to be distinctly un-Xn. This applies really only to 
the non-historical parts of Ages. and to the first and per- 
haps the last part of Cyn. In R#.L., Veet., Apol., and the 
body of Cyn. there is nothing of the kind. Again, the 
difference does not show itself in the actual choice of words. 
It is in the things said, not in the words used for 
saying them; or it is in the structure of the sentences, in 
their rhetorical and laboured character, not in the material, 
the vocabulary out of which they are built up. The words 
themselves are not on the whole more noticeably poetical 
or rhetorical than is usual with X. And may there not 
be some real connection between this singular vocabulary of 
his and the passages of a more than usually ornate character 
such as those we are speaking of? We could answer this 
question better, if we knew the history of his vocabulary 
and to what extent he used it deliberately with full know- 
ledge of his departure from the type of Attic purity. But 
on almost any hypothesis he must in some measure have 
been aware of this. He must have realised, at any rate in 
part, that he was constantly writing words which in Attie 
usage belonged properly to poetry. rather than to prose, 
that is, that there were special decorative elements in his 
style ; and, if so, it is not surprising that this decorative 
tendency should occasionally have shown itself in a some- 
what different form. We do as a matter of fact detect the 
tendency elsewhere. Not to lay stress on the Choice of 
Heracles, we may certainly say that it is visible, though in 
a less degree, almost throughout the tedious pages of the 
Cyropaedia, a book much more ornate in character than the 
other three large works of the same author. And, when 
such ornateness was more or less in place, as in the pane- 
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gyrics of Ages., it was still more natural that he should 
experiment in it. We have no reason for being surprised 
at a plain writer occasionally making ambitious attempts at 
a higher style. Dickens has left many passages of ‘ fine 
writing’ intolerable even to warm admirers. Burns, when 
he aspires to elegant and conventional English, is quite 
another. man from the Burns whose native speech is homely 
Scotch, and far inferior. The moment he aims at elegance 
his genius deserts him. The mythological introduction to 
Cyn. is not more surprising than two parallels that may be 
quoted, one from Latin, one from recent English literature. 
Columella, the Roman writer on agriculture, has thrown 
one of the twelve books that make up his treatise into 
verse after the model of Vergil, though the rest is written 
in_prose. The late Mr. W. T. Thornton ended his book, 
On Labour, a dry economical treatise, with one or two 
hundred lines of verse in which he ‘stood in spirit upon 
Pisgah’s brow,’ and saw a vision of what the world will one 
day be. Again, a very distinguished scholar, lately dead, 
Otto Ribbeck, was struck in the satires of Juvenal with 
something of the same kind that has been noticed in parts 
of X. He observed, that is, that some of the satires (10, 
12, 13, 14, 15) were much more purely rhetorical than the 
others and much less full of real Roman life, and he con- 
cluded from this that the more rhetorical ones, even the 
famous tenth, were written by another hand. His discrimin- 
ation of character is no doubt sound, but the inference is quite 
unwarranted and has carried no conviction. Such probably 
will be the ultimate verdict of scholars in the case we are 
considering. 

If the books are not X.’s, how did they originate ? 
Evidently they cannot be the unconnected writings of 
various people, ascribed to X. through some accident. 
‘They are not fortuitous atoms attracted to the Xn. corpus. 
This possibility is precluded by the community of language 
which characterises them. Whoever:wrote them wrote for 
some reason or other in the style of X. They must have 
been written either by some one person using that style or, 
if by more than one, still by persons whose use of that 
peculiar style needs explanation. What explanation is there 
that will apply to them all? The alternatives seem to be 
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three. Hither they were written in an ordinary way by 
some person or persons whose own diction was naturally 
the same as that of X., or they were conscious and deliber- 
ate imitations. In the latter case they may have been 
dishonest forgeries, or they may have been mere literary 
exercises not seriously intended to deceive, like Burke’s | 
Vindication of Natural Society, written in imitation of 
Bolingbroke, such studies in the style of eminent authors. 
as clever young men from Synesius to R. L. Stevenson have 
often written for their own amusement and instruction. 
But no one can really think that such practical and matter- 
of-fact works as Vect. and the greater part of Cyn. are 
either literary exercises or works that a forger would 
naturally compose. They breathe’ business and straight- 
forwardness throughout. To me the A.D, seems of the 
same character. The more disputed parts of Cyn. and 
much of Ages. are different, but for another reason it is 
equally unlikely that they originated in any such manner. 
Although we have seen that the staple of their diction is 
thoroughly Xn., still their tone and manner is not that 
which X. usually adopts. A deliberate imitator would 
probably not have composed in this strain. We can 
imagine him studying Mem. and Hell., and then composing 
Apol. or Symp., but Ages. and the prooemium of Cyn. would 
hardly he suggested by anything in X.’s recognised work, 
though I deem them not inconsistent with it. Such simi- 
larity in difference or difference in similarity is hardly the 
work of an imitator. There remains the third hypothesis, 
that the books in question were written not exactly as 
imitations but by someone to whom the vocabulary of X. 
was or had become natural. It is curious that we know 
something of this kind to have happened five centuries later. 
Arrian, ‘the younger Xenophon,’ as he called himself, was 
such an admirer of the son of Gryllus that he not only 
wrote Discourses of Epictetus somewhat in the manner of 
the Memorabilia, an Anabasis of Alexander to match the 
Anabasis of Cyrus, and a treatise on hunting to supplement 
the Cynegeticus, but adopted in a noticeable degree the 
language of his model. This is, I think, less marked in the 
Discourses, which are indeed colloquial monologues rather 
than, like most of the Memorabilia, dialogues, and which 
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purport also to give us the words of Epictetus himself. No 
one however can read Arrian’s Anabasis and Cynegetica 
without seeing that X.’s language is in a special degree repro- 
duced in them. Over and above what the Kovwy in general 
took from X. or (as we ought possibly rather to say) from 
the sources which supplied X. himself, Arrian is evidently 
‘so familiar with X. that words characteristic of the old 
Attic writer naturally suggest themselves to him. Can 
there have been anyone in X.’s own time or immediately 
after who wrote thus naturally in the Xn. manner? It has 

been maintained by Beckhaus, and by Lincke, that a 
younger X., grandson of the friend of Socrates and Agesi- 
laus, was in reality the author of several of the works that 
pass under the name of his grandfather, and that others of 
them were retouched by him. To account for some of the 
features presented by one or two of the works in question 
(Ages., beginning and end of Cyn.), they suppose this 

_ grandson to have been a pupil of Isocrates, and to have 
learnt from him a more rhetorical and artificial manner. 

The very existence of this grandson is however very 
doubtful. It was Grote who first inferred it from the title 
of a speech of Dinarchus, named by Dionysius of Halicar- 
nassus (de Dinarcho 12) as ἀποστασίου ἀπολογία Αἰσχύλου 
πρὸς Ἐενοφῶντα, and also referred to by Diogenes Laertius 
2. 52, who says X. had two sons, Πρύλλος καὶ Διόδωρος, ὥς 
φησι Acivapxos ἐν TO πρὸς Ξενοφῶντα ἀποστασίου, ot καὶ Διόσ- 
κουροι καλοῦνται (ἐκαλοῦντο ?). Grote in a note to Ch. 71 of his 
History, pointing out that the dates of Dinarchus make it 
impossible for the X. in question to be our X., but thinking 
‘some relationship implied, sets him down as a grandson, 
and suggests that he was a son of Gryllus. With this has 
been coupled, though not by Grote, the statement of 
Photius (£2b1. p. 486, 36 B), γεγόνασι δ᾽ Ἰσοκράτους ἀκροαταὶ 

_ καὶ Ἐενοφῶν ὃ Τρύλλου καὶ Θεόπομπος ὃ Χῖος καὶ “Edopos ὃ 
Κυμαῖος. It is however plain that in these words, absurd 
as the statement is, our X. is meant. Who but he could 
be mentioned simply as X., the son of Gryllus, and put side 
by side with Theopompus and Ephorus? It is therefore 
only on the lost speech of Dinarchus that the existence of 
the grandson is based. But this inference, though in itself 
plausible, seems somewhat unsafe. If related to our X., 
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the man need not have been a grandson, but may have 
been some remoter relation ; and are we really justified in 
holding him to have been a relation at all? Dinarchus ma 
for anything we know have been pointing out that there — 
was no relationship. There are other possibilities too, and — 
in the absence of the actual speech we are on very insecure, 
ground indeed. The language of Diogenes seems to me to 
imply that Gryllus left no son when he fell at Mantineia, 
for he says (2. 54), speaking of the two brothers, 6 μὲν οὖν 
Διόδωρος οὐδὲν ἐπιφανὲς πράξας ἐκ τῆς μάχης ἀνασῴζεται καὶ 
αὐτῷ υἱὸς ὁμώνυμος γίγνεται τἀδελφῷ ὃ δὲ Πρύλλος τεταγμένος 

Ν Ν « ’ > Ἁ ε , ‘ ’ 3 lal 

κατὰ τοὺς ἱππέας (Hv δὲ ἡ μάχη περὶ Μαντίνειαν) laxupws ἴ 
ἀγωνισάμενος ἐτελεύτησεν, and after telling the story of the 
way in which X. took the news of his son’s death he adds — 
φησὶ δ᾽ ᾿Αριστοτέλης ὅτι ἐγκώμια Kai ἐπιτάφιον T'pvAXov μυρίοι 
ὅσοι συγγράψειαν, τὸ μέρος καὶ τῷ πατρὶ χαριζόμενο. Why 
should he mention that the less distisipasistiod Diodorus had 
a son (apparently after the battle), and say nothing of the 
issue of Gryllus, who was so celebrated? It is natural 
enough that such issue should not be mentioned among the 
Xenophons enumerated later on by Diogenes (59), because 
ex hypothest he would not be known as a writer, but surely 
Diogenes would have referred to him here. 

The supposed connection of this very doubtful X. with 
Tsocrates, so far as it is not founded upon a misunder- 
standing of Photius, is introduced to explain some of the 
things that have led Beckhaus and others to deny the © 
genuineness of certain writings. But it creates more difficul- 
ties than it explains. We are to imagine that this grand- 
son was brought up in the family circle of his grandfather 
at Scillus or elsewhere and that he acquired a sort of family 
dialect, the curious nature of which we have repeatedly — 
seen: that he then became a pupil of the most celebrated 
teacher of the time, a man very particular about the — 
niceties of speech: that this fastidious teacher did indeed — 
inspire him with some taste for rhetorical writing but 
entirely failed to make him see what extraordinary Attic 
he wrote, and also failed to impress upon him that point 
of supreme importance in Isocrates’ own eyes, the necessity 
of avoiding indiscriminate hiatus. Isocrates would certainly 
have corrected exercises shown up to him in X.’s Greek 
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with a good deal of severity, just as Lucian criticises ‘those 
who in writing history employ poetical words’ (Πῶς δεῖ κιτ.λ. 
22). The choice of words would constantly have annoyed 
him, and the hiatus would have jarred upon him at every 
turn. Yet the influence of Isocrates is brought in to 
explain how some of the Greek ascribed to X. came to be 
what itis. If it were suggested that our own X. in mature 
or later years was partly influenced by what he heard or 
read of Isocrates’ work and made some not very happy 
attempts to compose in the same fashion, something might 
be said for such a hypothesis. But that a young pupil of 
Isocrates should have gone on writing in the language of 
Xenophon is unlikely in the extreme and certainly not a 
conjecture worth making. 

It seems hardly necessary to dwell upon the other 
improbabilities of the story. We need only notice what 
a tissue of fancy it all is. There was a grandson of the 
same name: he had just the same curious dialect as his 
grandfather: he became a pupil of Isocrates (who would have 
begun by reforming his dialect altogether), but this had no 
effect upon his language: he wrote in his grandfather’s 
dialect upon his grandfather’s subjects: he even went so far 
as to tamper with the integrity of his illustrious grand- 
father’s already published writings: finally he was never 
known as an author himself, and all that he wrote passed, 
either through design or by accident, as his grandfather's 
work. Just as on Ribbeck’s hypothesis some unknown 
Roman, who had genius enough to write the tenth Satire of 
Juvenal, never took the credit of it but published it under 
the famous satirist’s name, so a large part of what the 
world has enjoyed as the work of Xenophon was really 
written or in part rewritten by a grandson who took no 
care of his own fame or who even deliberately concealed 

himself behind the well-known personality. Such a story, 
‘so compounded of conjectures and improbabilities, may not 
admit of actual disproof, but is actual disproof needed ? 



THE HELLENICS 

Critics have been inclined for some time past to divide 
the Hellenics into three parts, and to hold that these were — 
composed at considerable intervals of time. This is due 
partly to considerations of a linguistic kind, partly to other 
matters of internal evidence. The division now in favour 
is (A) 1. 1. 1.—2. 3. 10: (B) 2. 3. 11—5. 1. 86: (C) 5. 2.5 
1.—end ; but it may be a question whether the latter part — 
of the Second Book should be put in Bor A. It is also 
held that the first division of the Hellenics, whatever its 
precise extent, must come very early, if not absolutely 
first, in the list of X.’s writings. Dittenberger and 
Roquette couple it with the Cynegeticus, though the latter _ 
at any rate thinks that to be some eight or ten years the — 
earlier of the two. I have already analysed the language — 
of the Cynegeticus, and there may be some use in doing 
the same thing, more fully than it has been done yet, for 
the first two books of the Hellenics. Such an examina- — 
tion may help us on the one hand to conclusions as to — 
comparative dates, and on the other may throw light on ‘ 

“-- 

“«-. «τ 

the many peculiarities of X.’s language. It is interesting — 
to see to what extent these peculiarities appear in his © 
earliest writings, if only we can be sure which his earliest 
writings are. 

Dividing the two books at 2. 3. 10, and taking the teil 
divisions separately—I shall call them a and b—I a 
first briefly indicate anything in the Greek that from this — 
point of view seems noticeable. % 

(a) 1. 1. 12. 3. 10. 
1. X.’s characteristic use of σύν instead of pera appears — 

about ten times (1. 1. 11 and 32: 3. 13 and 15 ete.: 2. 1. 
7,10: 2.21). “Apa used as a preposition, with the dative — 
of a person, rare and Xenophontean, is found 1. 1. 26. 
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1. 2. 18 gives us in πρὸς ἑπτακοσίους amounting to 700, 
about 700, a very unusual use of πρός (usually εἰς), for 
which L. and 8. refer only to Polybius; and in 1. 4. 15 
παρ᾽ ἑκάστην ἡμέραν iS equally unusual for καθ᾽ ἑκάστην 
ἡμέραν. The characteristic uses of ὡς -- ὥστε and ὡς final 
are represented by at least one instance apiece, 1. 6. 20 ὡς 
py... καταδήλους εἶναι and ὁ. 28 ἀνήγετο... ds... προσ- 
πέσοι. According to Weber final ὅπως occurs five times as 
against three instances of ἵνα. Temporal ἐπεί, for which 
the orators use ἐπειδή, is quite frequent (1. 2. 5 etc.). 
’Erdy (1. 1. 29: 2. 1. 27%) is not common in prose. Μέχρι 
used as a conjunction, decidedly rare in Attic, is found 
half a dozen times in Book 1 (1, 3, 6, and 27: 2. 16: 3. 6, 
11), but nowhere else (I think) in Hell., though it appears 
in various parts of Anab. : μέχρι οὗ, which seems even less 
Attic, occurs 1. 5. 1 and 14. In 2. 1. 2 μή seems not 
purely final (Weber’s paratactic use) but dependent on 
σφαλερόν. The single connecting re and the double re—re 
are used a few times (according to Roquette τε 6 and re—re 
7 times). X.’s rather favourite 7 occurs 1. 7. 28. ὡσεί 
with numbers (1. 2. 9) is unusual ; so is ἐφ᾽ ᾧ for ἐφ᾽ ore 
(2. 2. 20) and ὅσα for ὁσάκις (1. 1. 28). The very frequent 
use of ἐντεῦθεν in narrative (1. 1. 6, 8, etc. : cf. Ar. Ach. 
528, 530, 535, 539) strikes us, and the tmesis in πρὸς δ᾽ 
ἔτι (1. 7. 27). Cf. ὡς δ᾽ αὔτως, a Xn. word, 2.2.9. In 1. 
2. ὃ σφίσιν, if right,=simply αὐτοῖς and has no reflexive 
meaning. ‘This use is regarded as purely poetical (Kiihner- 
Blass 1. 593. 5) but seems to recur 7. 5 and 6. 5. 35. We 
notice σφᾶς αὐτούς (not ἑαυτούς) 1. 3. 21: 7. 8, and the 
same words meaning ὑμᾶς αὐτούς 1. 7. 19. 

2. Unusual forms of words. AvvacOeis (1. 4. 16) is a 
form of the aorist used by X. alone of Attic prose-writers. 
Very similar is the surprising Ionic φάμενος (1. 6. 3) which 
he does not seem to use elsewhere (Aristotle once or 
twice). Avéw (1. 4. 13) is a form often used by him for 
avgavw. ᾿Απελογήθη (1. 4. 13), if -- ἀπελογήσατο, has to be 
illustrated from the old Attic of Antiphon, and from a 
grammarian’s statement that Alexis once used it. It occurs 
here in a hopeless sentence, but the rarity of the form is 
in favour of its being really Xenophontean. Ἔδωκαν 
(1. 2. 10) barely deserves mention (ἔδοσαν Cobet). 
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3. Rare words. In Book 1 we notice 1. 27 προηγορῶ 
(cf. 2. 2. 22): 1. 30 κοινότης : 1. 32 καταιτιαθείς ; 1. 33 
mpovoun foraging, a very Xn. word not in Herodotus or 
Thucydides : 3. 7 στενοπορία (doubtful, cf. 3. ὅ. 20): 9.19 
εἰσέσθαι from εἰσιέναι (Cobet εἰσφρέσθαι : 4. 3 κάρανος : 4. 
12 ἕδος statue (Isocr. 15. 2) and οἰωνέζομαι : 6. 4 διαθροῶ 
and παραπίπτω go wrong: 6.5 and 12 αἰτιάζομαι: 6. 12 
ἐφοδιάζομαι: 6. 13 ἔμφρουρος : 7. 20 ἀποδικῶ: 7. 30 συμ- - 
popta. We must add, if the text is right, the very odd 
use of ἀνοίγω 1. 1. 2: 5.13: 6. 21.1 

4. Words either distinctly poetical or belonging to the 
vocabulary of such writers as Thucydides, Xenophon 
Plato, not to that of the orators. Such are 1. 5 yov: © 
1. 30 (συν)αλίζω : 1. 37, ete. Ajyo: 4.15 ἀμηχανία: 4. 17 
παροιχόμενος : 4, 20 χεχϑεῖς and 7. 16 ἔλεξεν instead of 
ῥηθείς and εἶπεν or ἔλεγεν : 5. 4 μείων : 6. 27 and 2. 1. 21 
ἀντίον: 6. 28 ἐξαπιναίως (so de Re Hq. 9. 5: ἐξαπίνης 
several times in Anab.): 7. 33 yepaipw: Book II. 1. 24 
and 27 ἕπομαι: 2. 3 κοιμῶμαι: 2. 9 ὡσαύτως. Of these 
λήγω, λεχθείς and ἔλεξεν, μείων, ἀντίον, κοιμῶμαι may be 
called distinctly Xenophontean. If ἐθέλοντες in 1. 4. 14 
means wishing and not being ready, it should be added to 
the list. 

5. Words in unusual sense: unusual phrases. 1. 1. 13 
διώκω simply follow: tbhid. and 2. 1 ἄλλος newt (τῇ ἄλλῃ 
ἡμέρᾳ as in Cyr. 2. 3. 24 and τῷ ἄλλῳ ἔτει: L. and 8, omit 
the use) 5 ; 4. 13 τὸ τῆς πόλεως δυνατόν means, with 6. 7 κατά 
ye τὸ ἑαυτοῦ δυνατόν and 14 εἰς τὸ ἐκείνου δυνατόν power : 
4.16 καινὰ (-- νεώτερα) πράγματα : 5. 16 and 7. 1 οἱ ἐν οἴκῳ 
those at home: 5. 17 πονηρῶς φέρεσθαι be rll spoken of and 
2. 1. 6 εὖ φέρεσθαι (3. 4. 25 κακῶς φέρεσθαι in the commoner — 
sense): 6. 20 ἀνέχω continue (so Thuc.): 6. 29 ναύαρχος not 

1 Tt has been suggested that in the three passages we should read 
ὡς ἥνυτον etc. for ὡς ἤνοιγον etc., and this gives us just the right 
sense, as best they could, ete. In Ar. Rhet. 3. 9. 1409 b 4, the best 
MS. has by a blunder ἀνοίγειν for ἁνύτειν, and in Plut. Mor. 130D 
ἀνοιστόν is a blunder for ἀνυστόν (ὡς ἀνυστόν ἐστι). We have Anab, 
1. 8. 11 ὡς ἀνυστόν and R.L. 1. 3 4 ἀνυστόν ; and, if ὡς ἥνυτον does 
not occur elsewhere in X., neither does és Svowyov. vand οἱ, 7 and γ 
are often confused. But it would be strange for the same mistake 
to occur in three successive places, 



THE HELLENICS 173 

Spartan (cf. 5. 1.5): 7. 12 παράνομα συγγεγραφέναι (Cobet 
γεγραφέναι): 7. 14 καλεῖν prosecute: 7. 34 ἔκριναν τὴν 
Εὐρυπτολέμου and ἔκριναν τὴν τῆς βουλῆς voted for, carried 
a resolution: Book II. 1. 1 ὥρα--τὰ ὡραῖα: 1. 14 and 8. ὃ 
παραδεικνύναι φόρους in the sense of paying over, accounting 
for: 2. 20 καθιέναι φυγάδας restore exiles (usually κατάγειν). 

There remain a few points of grammar or expression 
that deserve notice. 1. 1.2 per’ ὀλίγον τούτων a little after 
this. Cobet omitted τούτων. This might be right, though 
in dealing with such a writer as X. very risky, if the 
construction were only known from late Greek, e.g. Paus. 
4. 29.1 pera δ᾽ οὐ πολὺν χρόνον τοῦ ἔργου and 20. 8. 5. 5: 
[Lucian] 73, 31 per’ οὐ πολὺ τῆς συκοφαντίας : Diod. 
13. 84. 5 apparently. But Herodotus, with whom X. has 
many little things in common, writes 6. 40. 2 τρίτῳ ἔτεϊ 
τούτων and 2b, 46. 1 δευτέρῳ ἔτεϊ τούτων. In 1. 1. 23 
γράμματα πεμφθέντα ἑάλωσαν the plural verb is distinctly a 
Xn. habit. Δέκα μυριάδες στρατιᾶς (1. 1. 37), the genitive 
depending on μυριάδες, is an unusual turn of phrase: it 
recurs 5. 21 and Anab. 1.4.5. In 1. 4.16 τοῖς δ᾽ αὐτοῦ 
ἐχθροῖς we notice the unusual position of αὐτοῦ. A few 
more instances of this may be gathered from X., e.g. 7. 1. 20 
οἱ ἄλλοι αὐτῶν σύμμαχοι. In 1. 4. 17 τῶν τε φοβερῶν ὄντων 
τῇ πόλει γενέσθαι the government of γενέσθαι by φοβερῶν 
ὄντων is remarkable. Κατηγορεῖν κατά τινος (1. 7. 9) is not 
quoted from any other place. The imperfect indicative in 
2. 1. 14 ἀναμνήσας ὡς εἶχε φιλίας (not ἔχει or ἔχοι) is a 
construction found with special frequency in Xenophon. 

(b) 2. 8. 10O—end of book 2. 

1. σύν ten or twelve times (3. 25, 48, 49 54, etc.) and 
3.46 the very Xn. preposition ἀμφί. Final ὡς 3. 14 and 
33. Final ὅπως 3. 21, 28, 41 and 4. 3. Temporal ἐπεί 
3. 38, 42, etc. “Are 3. 15, almost unknown in the orators, 
fairly common in Thucydides, Xenophon, Plato. The 
characteristic ἔνθα where 3. 31 and the unusual ἐκείνῃ there 
3. 34. In 4. 39 a demonstrative use of ἔνθα (δή), which is 
of frequent occurrence in Anab. and Cyr., as it is in 
Herodotus, but otherwise quite rare in Attic prose or 
poetry (Phaedrus 2478: Rep. 618 B): usually temporal, 
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occasionally local. (Plato, Xenophon, Aristotle have ἔνθα 
μέν... ἔνθα dé... demonstratively a few times: cf. Thue. 
6. 45.) Πρόσθεν, not ἔμπροσθεν, 3. 48 twice. Πῇ 4. 31 
and ὅπῃ 4. 38, where most Attic prose would have had ὅπου 
and ὅπως. The ye μήν of which X. is so fond appears first 
in Hell. in ὃ. 33 and 42, and ἀλλὰ μήν tb. 40: Kal... δέ, 
also a favourite phrase, 4. 15 and answering τε in 4. 6: 
τε--τε ὃ. 12: anaphora with μέν and δέ, very common in X. 
3. 21, 25, 28, 29, etc.: τῷ παντί with a comparative ὃ. 22. 
The indirect reflexive σφίσι, etc. rare in orators, 3.13: 4, 8 
twice and 35: σφᾶς αὐτούς, not ἑαυτούς, 4. 37. Ἔκ τούτου 
after this (4. 2. 10) is, I think, unusual elsewhere but 
frequent in parts at any rate of Xenophon. 

2. Unusual forms of words: the aorist δυνασθῇ 3. 35. 
and the uncontracted genitive plural κερδέων 4. 21. 40 both 
Xn.: also ἐλᾶν for ἐλαύνειν, like ἀπέλα Cyr. ὃ. 3. 32, and 
perhaps συνέθηκαν 3. 20. 

3. Words more or less rare. In Ch. 3 such are—l4 
συνεθέλω : 15 ὁμογνώμων, several times in X.: ibid. and 
twice in 31 ἀντικόπτω: διά. and 51 θανατῶ: 25. 32. 41 
περισῴζω ; 33 ἐντρέπομαι regard, perhaps rather poetical: — 
38 βουλεία: 41 εὔδηλος quite Xn.: 44 yvwords: 50 
ἀναφεύγω : 56 ἀγαστός, probably in no prose but X.’s, 

Ch. 4. ὃ ἐξιδιοῦμαι : 10 ἀρεστός, half a dozen times in X. : 
19 ἀποσημαίνομαι: 20 κατασιωπῶ: 24 ἐκκαθεύδω and 
ἐφοδεύω : 32 συνέπομαι, rare or non-existent in oratorical 
prose : 34 ἐπιχωρῶ : 38 ἔκκλητοι. 
We may add the phrases 3. 36 ὅτε ταῦτα ἦν when these 

things were taking place, and 50 τοῦτο οὐ βιωτὸν ἡγησάμενοι: 
4. 37 of ἀπὸ τοῦ κοινοῦ. 

4, Words of a slightly poetical nature: ἔλεξεν (3. 24, 35: 
4. 9, 12, 20, 39): δυσμενής (3. 39, 42) and εὐμενής (3. 43, 50: 
4. 31): προσφιλῶς (3. 44): λιτανεύω (4. 26). The first — 
four of these are all Xn. words. Evy (4. 6) may probably 
be added. 

5. The following words appear in more or less unusual 
senses: 4. 1 dyw evict twice: 4. 25 mora pledges several 
times in X., though not in him only: and three compounds 
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of ἱέναι, viz. 4. 11 ἀνιέναι admit, allow to pass (?) as in 
7, 2.12: 4. 32 ἐνιέναι shoot: 4. 39 διιέναι disband. 

6. In point of syntax we may notice 3. 30 προπετής with 
infinitive: 3. 55, 56 the imperfects indicative in oratio 
obliqua: 4. 2 μάλ᾽ εὐημερίας οὔσης, in which it is not clear 
whether μάλα goes with εὐημερίας, οὔσης, or both (cf. 5. 4. 14 
μάλα χειμῶνος ὄντος: perhaps 6. 2. 39 μάλα στρατηγὸν 
νομιζόμενον) : 4. 7 τροπαῖον στήσασθαι, which X. prefers to 
τ. στῆσαι: 4.42 the Xn. substantival use οὗ καλά in τοῖς 
ἄλλοις καλοῖς. ᾿ 

So far as the above observations go, it appears that 
there is no marked difference between the two parts. 
Probably the only points of distinction worth noticing— 
and they will seem extremely small—are that in 6 there 
appear for the first time the very Xn. ἔνθα where, ἀμφί, 
and μήν (ye μήν, ἀλλὰ μήν). On the other hand the 
conjunction μέχρι and ὡς -- ὥστε occur in ὦ and not in ὦ. 
The proportion of Xn. peculiarities cannot be called 
greater in the later composition, if 2. 3. 10—end is later, 
than in the earlier. There is however one significant 
difference which my statements above do not bring out, 
but which Roquette (De Vita X. pp. 40-46, 54-55) very 
rightly dwells on, and of which the appearance of μήν is 
one and an important example. As compared with most 
of X.’s work, a like Cynegeticus is conspicuously deficient 
in particles, whereas in ὦ they certainly begin to appear, 
and they continue to appear (I am speaking now from a 
general impression) more and more frequently in the 
remaining books. The difference which they make does 
seem to me sufficient, when one has formed a habit of 
noticing such things, to establish a presumption of later 
date, though it is strange that in other respects no greater 
difference of diction manifests itself. But even in Books 
ΠῚ. and IV. the number of Xn. peculiarities seems to 
increase but slowly, and except in particles I should say 
there was very little distinction to be drawn, though no 
doubt there is some. I have however shrunk from the 
labour, which alone would enable anyone to speak with 
confidence, of examining those books and also the three 
last with equal minuteness. 
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There remains the second point. What light, if any, on 
the origin and history of X.’s departures from ordinary 
Attic idiom do we gain from the study of a composition 
generally and reasonably agreed to be early? We find 
him already using such words and forms, notable in various 
ways, aS (1) σύν, ὡς, μέχρι: (2) ἔλεξεν, ἀντίος, μείων : (3) 
φάμενος, δυνασθείς. Touching only the fringe of a some- Ὁ 
what extensive inquiry, we may therefore say that in an — 
early work he is already using a diction which distinguishes 
him from all other Attic prose-writers without exception, 
and that these peculiarities can hardly have been acquired 
by him on Attic soil. I do not think it is really arguing © 
in a circle to say that they point to his having already had 
much intercourse with non-Attic Greeks and that his— 
notorious intercourse with such Greeks goes with other 
things to show that these peculiarities are not simply ‘old — 
Attic.’ We should therefore be led, even on grounds οὗ 
language alone, to conclude that a was at any rate not 
written before the expedition of Cyrus and probably not | 
for some little time after his return from it. 

I append some critical notes on passages of all seven 
books, quoting from Marchant’s text. 

1. 2. ὃ of δ᾽ ἐκ τῆς πόλεως ἐβοήθησαν σφίσιν. 

Perhaps a participle has fallen out before σφίσιν, e.g. — 
προσπεσούμενοι OY ἐπιχειρήσοντες. X. uses the pronoun now ~ 
and then, e.g. 1. 7. 5, with no reflexive sense. 

1. 4. 6 ὡς μηδὲν μέμψησθε. Such a sudden transition 
into oratio recta is certainly found occasionally, but it 
would hardly be made here for the sake of two or three © 
words and the various readings point to something wrong. 
Read μέμψασθαι, comparing 1. 6. 20. 

1. 4. 16 τοιοῦτος δοκεῖν εἶναι οἷόσπερ πρότερον. The 
ordinary correction τοιούτοις οἵοισπερ fails to give any 
satisfactory sense. The meaning required seems to me 
something like τοιούτοις δοκεῖν εἶναι οἵοιπερ ἦσαν πρότερον, 
or (less ambiguously) πρότερον μὲν δοκεῖν ἐἶΐναι οἵοιπερ 
καὶ ἦσαν. 

and 



THE HELLENICS 177 

1. 4. 17 The aorist κινδυνεύσαι should, I think, be the 
future κινδυνεύσοι or κινδυνεύσει. Cf. 4. 4. 2 γνόντες... ὡς 

. κινδυνεύσει πάλιν ἡ πόλις λακωνίσαι : Cyr. 1. 5. 3 λέγων 
as... κινδυνεύσοιεν ... καταστρέψασθαι. The aorist would 

‘refer to the past. Τενέσθαι seems to depend on φοβερῶν 
ὄντων, as it might on ἐπιδόξων ὄντων, but the construction is 
unusual. 

1 6 32 > μὲ ε Σ , > δὲ Ν , 3 Lal 3 a . 6. 32 εἶπεν ὅτι ἢ Σπάρτη oVvdev μὴ κάκιον οἰκεῖται AUTOU 
ἀποθανόντος. 

Οἰκεῖται, for which one inferior MS. and the Aldine text 
have οἰκιεῖται, often adopted by editors, is impossible. 
Marchant mentions the modern conjectures οἰκῆται, οἰκήσει, 
οἰκῇ» οἰκτιεῖται, of which the last scarcely deserved mention. 
Οἰκιεῦται will be founded, settled is quite unsuitable in sense. 
Further the future with οὐ μή in a negative statement, though 
established for verse, even comic verse, is rare and perhaps 
not quite certain in prose. The regular prose use is the 
aorist subjunctive, the present subjunctive occurring very 
seldom (though it does occur : see Goodwin M.T. 295) in any 
verb that has an aorist available. The use of some part of 
οἰκῶ in the passage before us may seem supported by such 
expressions as those of Thuc. 6.18. 7 τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἀσφα- 
λέστατα τούτους οἰκεῖν and 82. 3 ἡγεμόνες καταστάντες οἰκοῦμεν : 
Aeschines 1. 180 οὐ πολὺν χρόνον τὴν Σπάρτην ἀπόρθητον 
οἰκήσουσιν : 2. 182 οὐδεὶς ὑμῶν διὰ τὰς ἐμὰς ἡδονὰς κάκιον οἰκεῖ 
(for passives see Rehdantz ad Lycurg. 64); but that part 
would naturally be the aorist active or passive, oixjoy (neuter) 
or οἰκηθῇς The MS. readings οἰκεῖται and oixcetrar (though 
the latter may probably be no more than a guess) might be 
better accounted for, if we supposed X. to have written 
διακέηται, will be no worse off. This perfect, practically a 
present, would be admissible in default of an aorist. The 
version of Callicratidas’ words in Plut. Mor. 222 F οὐ παρ᾽ 
ἕνα τὰ Σπάρτας: ἀποθανόντος γάρ pov οὐδὲν ἡ πατρὶς ἐλαττω- 
θήσεται proves nothing either way. For the supposed 
confusion of δια and o: cf. the suggestions on 3. 3. 8 and 
4.1.24. Plat. Rep. 614 p Eusebius’ text has διακ ὕειν for 
the usual of ἀκούειν : Ὁ. Hal. Ars 232 MSS. vary between 
ἔδωκεν and ἔοικεν, while 1b. 270 οἷον is a certain restoration 
for δι ὅν : Apsines Ars 548 they vary between οἷον and δι᾽ 

N 
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ὅν : Sext. Empir. adv. Math. 7. 222 οἴεσθαι was corrected 
long ago to δύνασθαι. 

1. 6. 35 ταῖς δὲ ἄλλαις x.7.A. As the words stand, we 
could only take it that Theramenes and Thrasybulus were 
to rescue the survivors and collect the dead with 37 ships 
and also to conduct the rest against Eteonicus. But this 
is evidently not the meaning: cf. 7. 31. Some words have 
dropped out to the effect that ‘they should themselves 
sail’ against Eteonicus. . 

1. 7. 17 Much difficulty has been found in ἔπεισαν x.7.A., 
nor is this, 1 think, surprising. It is surely clear on an 
examination of the passage that there is here a considerable 
hiatus. Euryptolemus rises to do three things: τὰ μὲν 
KaTyyopyowv...,Ta δ᾽ ὑπεραπολογησόμενος, τὰ δὲ συμβουλεύσων. 
We have the κατηγορῶ μέν at the beginning of 17, the 
συμβουλεύω δέ in the middle of 19, but the defence has 
disappeared, or rather is confused in 17-18 with the 
accusation, for no intelligible ground of blame is stated at 
all. What seems to have happened is that after κατηγορῶ 
μὲν οὖν αὐτῶν ὅτι a passage of indeterminate length has been 
lost, in which the speaker first censured Pericles and 
Diomedes and then went on to his second point, what he 
had to say in their favour. The ἔπεισαν κιτιλ. belongs to 
this second head, as the context shows: he lays stress 
on the kindly feeling which made them persuade their 
colleagues to do something else than what was proposed. 
The infinitive governed by ἔπεισαν is lost. What we really 
have therefore in these two §§ is the defence, or some of it, 
not the accusation, which is never given at all. ; 

1. 7. 24 καὶ οὐκ ἀδικοῦντες ἀπολοῦνται. ᾿Αδικοῦντες has 
given much trouble. I take it to be an instance of what 
we find apparently recurring in several other passages 
of the Hellenics: see on 2. 3.48. A word that is in the 
copyist’s mind as having already occurred or being about to 
occur is inadvertently substituted for the word he ought to 
write. We all make this mistake ourselves in writing and 
in copying. ᾿Αδικοῦντες has occurred two lines previously 
and stands here by this mental trick for some other word 
or words. ΤῸ the genuine word we have no particular clue. 
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1. 7. 32 ὧν <fv> εἷς, as in 31? - 

2. 3.14 Should not ods ἐβούλοντο be ὅσους ἐβούλοντο ? 
In 4. 10 the MSS. vary between οἷς and ὅσοις. Cf. τοσού- 
τους in 3. 42. 

2. 3.31 ὃ κόθορνος ἁρμόττειν μὲν τοῖς ποσὶν ἀμφοτέροις 
δοκεῖ, ἀποβλέπει δὲ ἐπ᾽ ἀμφοτέρων. 

᾿Αποβλέπει is certainly absurd. Postgate’s ἀπολέπει takes 
the skin offis ingenious but not suitable. We may be sure 
that this sort of cothurnus, which was an easy wear, did 
nothing of the kind. ᾿Απολείπει (Laves) is better and 
probably right. Cf. § 56 of this same chapter, τὸ... μήτε 
τὸ φρόνιμον μήτε τὸ παιγνιῶδες ἀπολείπειν ἐκ τῆς ψυχῆς, for it 
practically means comes off, 18 apt to come off. 

2. 3. 47 It is natural to conjecture that πάντως should be 
πάντων, as in the next line. 

2.3. 48 of δι’ ἀπορίαν δραχμῆς av ἀποδόμενοι τὴν πόλιν 
δραχμῆς μετέχοιεν. This seems ἃ clear case of the error spoken 
of above on 1. 7. 24. The second δραχμῆς is ludicrously 
inappropriate, some word expressive of power, affairs, etc., 
being clearly wanted (ἀρχῆς Wyttenbach). A like error, 
it seems to me, is to be found in the second ἱππεῦσι of 
2. 4. 8, the second ἐποίησε of 6. 3. 10, the second πορίζοντας 
of 7. 2. 17, and possibly the second Adyo of 4. 8. 15. 
Scholars do not always sufficiently appreciate (1) that errors 
are apt to arise from this cause: (2) that, when they do, 
the lost word may bear little or no resemblance to the word 
that has taken its place. Of course the error is easier if 
‘the two words are, for instance, of the same number of 
syllables, but there is no necessity in the matter, and 
therefore conjectural restoration has, as ‘a rule, nothing to 
go by beyond the general sense required. 

2.4.13 ἔχοντες yap ὅπλα μὲν ἐναντίοι αὐτοῖς καθέσταμεν, 
οἱ δὲ θεοὶ κιτιλ. Unless something (e.g. ὀλίγοι) has been 
lost before μέν, that word is out of its place. Put it after 
ἐναντίοι, comparing the notes below on 4. 1. 6 and 4. 3. 13. 

2. 4. 38 αὐτοῖς should perhaps be αὐτούς, and 1b. 40 
πλουσιώτεροι Would naturally be superlative. 

N 2 
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3. 2.1 τῇ ἑαυτοῦ οἰκήσει Φρυγίᾳ. Οἰκήσει perhaps a gloss. 
Cf. 4. 26 τὴν Φαρναβάζου Φρυγίαν and 4.1.1. The refer- 
ence is to the distinction of the two Phrygias, Greater and 
Less. 

3. 2. 28 περιετλήσθη ἡ οἰκία ἔνθεν καὶ ἔνθεν. mi 
περιεβλήθη. 

3. 3.2 εἰ δὲ υἱὸς κιτιλ. Do not these words belong to 
Agesilaus as a rejoinder? If so, Cobet’s ἐμὲ ὧν ἄν would 
still be necessary, unless we read ἐμὲ δὴ det. In Doric ἄν 
is unsuitable. | 

3. 3. 8 Is τήν right with γυναῖκα Perhaps τινά. For 
λυμαίνεσθαι ἐῴκει Cobet conjectured λ. ἐδόκει, and ἐῴκει does 
seem odd. Perhaps λυμανεῖσθαι ἐῴκει, which would be 
more ordinary. 

3. 3. 10 πρῶτον ... πρὶν «7d. The phrase is unusual 
and πρῶτον is liable to be confused with πρότερον. Should 
we read πρότερον here ? 

3. 4. 23 ἑπομένου. The future seems needed, On this 
and 3. 4. 19 see notes on Ages. 1. 28 and 1. 31. 

3.4. 27 For εἶναι read εἴη. So perhaps in 5. 4. 35 we 
should read ἀντείποι. ἐξ 

4.1.6 ποίου τινὸς γένους ἐστὶν ὃ &.; ὃ δ᾽ εἶπεν ὅτι Περσῶν 
οὐδενὸς ἐνδεέστερος. Probably ἐνδεεστέρου. 

Ibid. τούτου μέν φασι τὴν θυγατέρα αὐτῷ καλλίονα εἶναι. 

There i is nothing to explain the μέν after τούτου. Perhaps 
τούτου μέντοι, but T incline rather to φασὶ μέν. Η 

4. 1. 24 πολλὰ μὲν ἐκπώματα καὶ ἄλλα δὴ οἷα Φαρναβάζου 
κτήματα. 

Οἷα does not seem very natural. Is it an error for ἴδια Ἷ 
The σκεύη and ὑποζύγια belong to the army. Cf. the sug- 
gestion on 1. 6. 32 above. : 

4.1. 86 καίτοι ἐλεύθερον εἶναι ἐγὼ μὲν οἶμαι ἀντάξιον εἶναι 
τῶν πάντων χρημάτων, οὐδὲ μέντοι τοῦτό σε κελεύομεν, πένητα 
μέν, ἐλεύθερον δ᾽ εἶναι. Logic requires the reverse order, 
ἐλεύθερον μέν, πένητα δέ. a 
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4. 1. 37 No doubt ἀποκρίνομαι is wrong, but ἀποκρινοῦμαι 
is as likely as ἀποκρίνωμαι. 

4, 8. 18 ἔλεγεν ὡς ἀγγέλλοιτο ὁ μὲν Π. τετελευτηκώς, 
νικῴη δὲ τῇ ναυμαχίᾳ. A false antithesis. One could under- 
stand νικῷεν, or ἀγγέλλοιτο pév...; νικῴη δέ. Cf. the note 

on μέν above in 4. 1. 6. 

4, 3.23 εἰ μὴ ἐβοήθησαν αὐτοῖς ἐκ τοῦ στρατοπέδου 
«μεταξὺ!» δειπνοῦντες ἵ 

The loss οὗ μεταξύ might be due to μετά just following. 

4. 4. 6 ὁρῶντες δὲ τοὺς Tvpavvedovras. A predicate 
seems missing, 6.0. ξένους : the tyrants were not even 
Corinthians. 

4.8.5 φίλως ἐδέχοντο. φιλίως as in Cyr. 6. 3. 18 1 or 
φιλικῶς, as in 7. 2. 25} 

4, 8. 38 τοῖς πολεμίοις should, I think, be τοὺς πολεμίους. 

‘It is the enemy that are moving. 

5. 1. 31 ὅσοι μὴ δέχονται. The future δέξονται is required. 
In 4. 2.5 the present tenses πέμποι, συστρατεύοιτο, παρέχοιτο 
may be right, but it is not unlikely that X. wrote futures. 
There is only the difference of a letter in each case, and no 
mistake is commoner. 

5. 2.4 τάφρον ὦρυττε περὶ τὴν πόλιν, τοῖς μὲν ἡμίσεσι TOV 
στρατιωτῶν προκαθημένοις σὺν τοῖς ὅπλοις τῶν ταφρευόντων, τοῖς 
8 ἡμίσεσιν ἐργαζομένοι. When an instrumental dative of 
person is attached to a verb, as τοῖς 7. to ὥρυττε here, 
no participle can very well be joined to the dative. If we 
want a participle, the phrase then goes into the genitive 
absolute, and X. would have written here τῶν ἡμισέων προκα- 
“Onpevov ..., τῶν δ᾽ ἡ. ἐργαζομένων. It seems to me probable 
that he really wrote here the nominatives προκαθήμενος and 
ἐργαζόμενος. The general is said to do with, or by means of, 
his men what in reality they do. This is indeed the sense 
in which he τάφρον ὥρυττε and in which generals are con- 
stantly said τειχίζειν, etc., in Greek as in all languages. For 
an exactly parallel use of a verb with an instrumental per- 
sonal dative cf. Cyr. 1. 6. 11 ἔχων ἐργάτας οἷς ἂν ἐργάζοιτο. 
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Herod. 2. 14. 4 has a very similar turn of phrase, though 
the dative in this case expresses animals, not men: ἐπεὰν 
καταπατήσῃ τῇσι ὑσὶ τὸ σπέρμα. 

ὅ. 2. 89 ἔχειν should be ἕξειν. The thing is distinctly in 
the future. 

5. 3. 26 ὀμόσαντες ταῦτα ἐμμενεῖν (ἐμμένειν MSS). 

τούτοις and ταύταις have been conjectured. I do not find 
mention of συμμενεῖν, but that is likelier. The confusion is 
common, 

5. 4. 30 οἷς ἐχρηματίσατο. Perhaps <év> ols, ἐν having 
dropped out after εἰν. 

6.1.15 ὅταν σπεύδῃ, ἄριστον καὶ δεῖπνον ποιησάμενος ἅμα 
πονεῖσθαι. I should conjecture ποιήσασθαι ἅμα πονούμενος 
or πονούμενος ἅμα ποιήσασθαι, meaning that he worked even 
at meals. The middle πονεῖσθαι does not seem to occur 
elsewhere in X., butin him it need not be questioned. We 
should expect the present of ποιεῖσθαι, not the aorist. 

6. 1. 17 συντίθεσθαι... τὰ ἑαυτοῦ is hardly Greek for 
τίθεσθαι or διατίθεσθαι. So in 4. 8. 20 συνθεμένους cannot 
mean having got together and has been altered. 

6. 2. 32 ηὕρετο ὅπως pire... εἶναι pyre... ἀφικέσθαι. 
Can X. have turned out such an anacoluthon all within 
half a dozen words? Is it not more likely that something 
is lost, e.g. δεήσοι! The middle ηὕρετο is stranger than 
πονεῖσθαι in 6. 1. 15 above, but apparently right. Cf. the 
middle voice of συνορᾶν in 6. 5. 23, 

6. 2.39 Χαβρίαν μάλα i ae iad νομιζόμενον, 

Did not X. write στρατηγικόν ? στρατηγόν, which does ποῦ 
in itself express capacity, can hardly have μάλα joined to it. 
Cyr. 8. 4. 7 Cyrus is στρατηγικώτατος. 

6. 4. 23 We should get fair sense, if we might read 
something like καὶ A. ἂν περιγενέσθαι, εἰ ἀναγκάζοιντο τοῦ ζῆν 
ἀπονοηθέντες διαμάχεσθαι. Cf. Isocr. 6. 75 ἀπονενοημόνως δὲ 
πρὸς τὸ ζῆν διακείμενον. 

6. 4. 24 βούλεσθε <advtas> or «τοὺς ἀνθρώπους;» ἵ 
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6. 5. 23 ταῦτα δὴ συνιδόμενοι καὶ τὴν ἐν Λακεδαίμονι ἐρημίαν 
λέγοντες ἱκέτευον μηδαμῶς ἀποτρέπεσθαι. 

If the participle is otherwise right, should we not read 
cuvdopevovs ? It is not to the speakers that the word ~ 
should refer, but to those whom they were addressing, 
For this combination of nominative and accusative partici- 
ples cf. Mem. 2. 2.5 and 7. ὃ: Apol. 5. 4: Dem. 55, 26: 
Isocr. 8. 8. twice. . 

6.5.42 ἐλπίζειν δὲ oe ὡς ἄνδρας ἀγαθοὺς .. . γενήσεσθαι. 
Another almost inconceivable anacoluthon like that in 2. 32. 
Perhaps ὡς should be καί 

7. 1. 2 δοκεῖ ταῦτα οὐκ ἀνθρωπίνῃ μᾶλλον ἢ θείᾳ φύσει τε 
καὶ τύχῃ διωρίσθαι. A strange use of φύσει. Should we 

read θέσει τιθέναι is used of the ordinances of heaven. 

7. 1. 38 τὴν ὑμνουμένην ἂν χρυσῆν πλάτανον οὐχ ἱκανὴν 
ἔφη εἶναι τέττιγι σκιὰν παρέχειν. Besides being in the 
wrong place, ἄν gives a wrong sense. He did ποῦ say it would 
not be capable: he said it was not capable, Expressions 

_ like λεγόμενος, ὑμνούμενος, etc., referring to some well-known 
name, phrase, story, very frequently have a δή added to 
them. Ay is very liable to be confused with ἄν. We may 
therefore read here τὴν ὑμνουμένην δή. Cf. 6. 3. 20 as viv 
Θηβαίοις τὸ λεγόμενον δὴ δεκατευθῆναι ἐλπὶς cin: Anab. 1. 8. 
10 τὰ δὴ δρεπανηφόρα καλούμενα: Ar. Av. 652 ἔστιν 
λεγόμενον δή τι : Plat. Symp. 221 B: Gorg. 514 Ε : Soph. 
241 p: Phal. 46 c; Menand. 837. 

7. 4. 11 μένειν ὡς ἐν τῇ ἑαυτῶν πόλει ἔχοντας does not 
seem Greek. Some word has been omitted that went with 
ἔχοντας. It may have been such as ἡσυχίαν or ἡσύχως or 
something quite different. 
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1. 2. 21 The third ὅτι should be omitted or changed. 
Perhaps ὅτε, parallel to ἐπεί. 

1. 5. 9 συναγείρεσθαι should be συναγερεῖσθαι to match 
μαχεῖσθαι. 

Ibid. καὶ συνιδεῖν δ᾽ ἦν τῷ προσέχοντι τὸν νοῦν τῇ βασιλέως 
ἀρχῇ πλήθει μὲν .". . ἰσχυρὰ οὖσα, τοῖς δὲ μήκεσι .. . ἀσθενής. 

Mr. Marchant βᾶγ8 “τῇ... ἀρχῇ C,DV: rod... ἀρχήν 
A: 4... ἀρχή C, cet.’, himself reading the dptive. With 
the dative after προσέχοντι one might be content ; but are 
the nominatives ἰσχυρὰ οὖσα and ἀσθενής right? As faras I 
know, such phrases as ἦν ἰδεῖν, which are common enough, 
always take an accusative. If we have a nominative, ἰδεῖν 
must be used in an absolute way, was to see, for which I 
do not know any exact parallel. Such a use as Ar. Nub. 
1172 viv μέν γ᾽ ἰδεῖν εἶ πρῶτον ἐξαρνητικός is different, (1) 
because it refers to actual sight, (2) because there is πὸ parti- 
ciple like οὖσα here. Aristophanes could never have said ἰδεῖν 
εἶ ἐξαρνητικὸς ὦν. This suggests that ἰσχυρὰν οὖσαν and 
ἀσθενῆ are what Xenophon wrote, possibly τὴν ... ἀρχήν. 
The confusion of the MSS. points perhaps to something 
different from the reading of any of them. 

1. 9. 5 αἰδημονέστατος ... τῶν ἡλικιωτῶν ἐδόκει εἶναι τοῖς 
’ \ cal e Py at ’ὔ wn / 

re πρεσβυτέροις Kai τῶν ἑαυτοῦ ὑποδεεστέρων μᾶλλον πείθεσθαι. 

To match αἰδημονέστατος we need μάλιστα. Μᾶλλον could 
in any case hardly stand, and the mistake is common 
enough. 

1. 10. 4 Read ὡς ἤδη πάντας νικῶντες and omit the ὡς 
πάντας νικῶντες preceding. They can never have been 
meant to stand together. Cf. on 3. 4. 45. 
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2. 4. 5 ἐγὼ ἐνθυμοῦμαι μὲν καὶ ταῦτα πάντα. 

There seems little force in καί. Perhaps καὶ ««αὐτός;». 

2. 5, 25 ἐγὼ μέν ye, ἔφη ὃ Τισσαφέρνης, . . . ἐν τῷ ἐμφανεῖ 
λέξω τοὺς πρὸς ἐμὲ λέγοντας ὡς κιτιλ. ἐγὼ δέ, ἔφη ὁ Κλέαρχος, 
ἄξω πάντας καὶ σοὶ αὖ δηλώσω x.T.d. 

For λέξω read δείξω which is better suited to ἐν τῷ ἐμφανεῖ 
and matches the δηλώσω following. Parts of λέγω and 
δείκνυμι are apt to get confused (A A). 

3. 1. 7 ταῦτ᾽, ἔφη, χρὴ ποιεῖν ὅσα ὃ θεὸς ἐκέλευσεν. 

Perhaps πάντα for ταῦτα. 

3. 4. 45 Omit διακελευομένων τοῖς ἑαυτῶν. Cf. on 1. 10. 4 
above. 

4. 8. 29 «λέγων;» ὅτι οὗτος ? 

5. 6. 22 Read οὐδέν for οὐδέ before ὑμῖν. 

6. 5. 25 παρήγγελτο δὲ τὰ μὲν δόρατα ἐπὶ τὸν δεξιὸν ὦμον 
(τῶν δεξιῶν ὥμων Cobet) ἔχειν, ἕως σημαίνοι τῇ σάλπιγγι. 

᾿ς ἕως Until with present is so unusual that it may well be 
wrong. See C.f. xvi. 11. It would have to mean 
‘until the trumpeter was giving’ or ‘began to give the 
signal,’ which seems pointless. σημήναι (σημήνειε) would be 
natural, or ἕως ἂν σημήνῃ. 

7. 3. 21 οὗτοι δ᾽ (οἱ τρίποδες) ἦσαν κρεῶν μεστοὶ νενεμημένων. 

Surely νενημένων, as in 5. 4. 27 θησαυροὺς... . ἄρτων 
νενημένων. 

7. 7. 36 σοὶ δὲ νῦν ἡ κατ᾽ ἐνιαυτὸν πρόσοδος πλείων ἔσται ἢ 
ἔμπροσθεν τὰ παρόντα πάντα ἃ ἐκέκτησο. 

The antithesis of πρόσοδος suggests ὑπάρχοντα rather than 
παρόντα. 
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1. 2.9 For μηδένα ἐθέλειν perhaps μηδέν᾽ ἂν ἐθέλειν would 
be better. 

1. 3. 14 οὕτω δὴ καὶ ἀφροδισιάζειν τοὺς μὴ ἀσφαλῶς ἔχοντας 
πρὸς ἀφροδίσια ᾧετο χρῆναι πρὸς τοιαῦτα, οἷα μὴ πάνυ μὲν 
δεομένου τοῦ σώματος οὐκ ἂν προσδέξαιτο ἡ ψυχή, δεομένου δὲ 
οὐκ ἂν πράγματα παρέχοι. Editors and critics point out the 
unusual construction ἀφροδισιάζειν πρός τι and also the very 
strange use of the neuter τοιαῦτα οἷα, which is not to be 
justified by thoughts of παιδικά. None of them that I know 
of has suggested that both difficulties disappear together, if 
we take the second πρός as an accidental repetition of the 
first, like ἐπί in 2. 1. 23 below, and write ἀφροδισιάζειν. .. 
χρῆναι τοιαῦτα οἷα κ-τ.λ. 

> cal S32: =: / Ν ν Ν Ν 
1. 6. 13 Ὦ ᾿Αντιφῶν, παρ᾽ ἡμῖν νομίζεται τὴν ὥραν καὶ τὴν 

’ ε , κ ’ ε ΄, \ > x ΄ὕ > σοφίαν ὁμοίως μὲν καλόν, ὁμοίως δὲ αἰσχρὸν διατίθεσθαι εἶναι. 
΄ Ν ν ΖΝ , 2% , Ν Ν , 

τήν τε γὰρ ὥραν ἐὰν μέν κιτ.λ." ἐὰν δέ καιτιλ. καὶ τὴν σοφίαν 
ε ’ὔ ,ὔ “ ν Ν ὡσαύτως τοὺς μέν... . πωλοῦντας κ-τ.λ." ὅστις δὲ κιτ.λ. 

The point is not that it is equally creditable and dis- 
creditable to dispose of the two things, but that in both 
cases there is a creditable as well as a discreditable way of 
doing it, two possibilities with regard to each of them, set 
forth with correspondence of μέν ἃπα δέ, It follows thatin © 
the early part of the sentence we want adverbs, not 
adjectives : ὁμοίως μὲν καλῶς, ὁμοίως δὲ αἰσχρῶς διατίθεσθαι 
εἶναι, εἶναι meaning it 18 possible. For the double adverb cf. 
Thuc. 2. 60. 6 οὐκ ἂν ὁμοίως τι οἰκείῳς φράζοι and for the 
correction cf. Plat. Tim. 49 £. . 
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2. 1. 23 ὁρῶ σε, ὦ Ἡράκλεις, ἀποροῦντα ποίαν 6dov ἐπὶ τὸν 
βίον τράπῃ: ἐὰν οὖν ἐμὲ φίλην ποιησάμενος, [ἐπὶ] τὴν ἡδίστην 
τε καὶ ῥάστην ὁδὸν ἄξω σε. 

The MSS. (including Stobaeus who has ποιησάμενος) are 
divided between ποιησάμενος, ποιήσῃ, ποιήσῃς, and ποιήσει, of 
which the last three are much more likely to be ‘ corrections’ 
of the first than the first to be a corruption of them. Is 
then ποιησάμενος right? The understanding over again of 
ἐπὶ τὸν βίον τράπῃ is so awkward that I think not. It is 
more probable that some word like βαδίζῃς has dropped out. 
If so it is very tempting to insert a word almost identical 
with the first syllables of ποιησάμενος and hence easily lost, 
reading ἐὰν οὖν ἐμὲ φίλην <mpoins> ποιησάμενος. 

2. 1. 26 οἱ μὲν ἐμοὶ φίλοι καλοῦσί με δαιμονίαν, οἱ δὲ 
μισοῦντές με ὑποκοριζόμενοι ὀνομάζουσι Κακίαν. 

It is certain that ὑποκοριζόμενοι cannot be used of calling 
by a bad name, as it means just the opposite. There is 
therefore a good deal of plausibility in the proposal to 
put the word into the first clause instead of the second ; 
only then, as Gilbert says, Vice videtur tanquam suam 
causam prodere. Was it not an adscript in the margin 

_ intended to apply to the first clause (φίλοι κ'τ'λ.), then 
inserted by mistake in the text and inserted in the wrong 
place? 

2. 2. 9 ὅταν ἐν ταῖς τραγῳδίαις ἀλλήλους τὰ ἔσχατα λέγωσιν. 

Ἔσχατα πάσχειν, ἔσχατα κακώ, etc. are recognised phrases ; 
but ἔσχατα λέγειν seems questionable. Does it occur else- 
where? I should be inclined to read αἴσχιστα. The words 
are sometimes confused (e.g. Dem. 25. 63, and see Cobet ad 
Dion. Hal. p. 14), and Soph. 4). 1320, 1324: Phil. 607 
with Iliad 3, 38: 6. 325: 24. 238 are enough to establish 
the propriety of αἴσχιστα here. 

2.6.5 ὅστις. . . ἐγκρατὴς μέν ἐστι τῶν διὰ τοῦ σώματος 
ε “ » Ν Ν 3 4 x / ‘ ’ 

ἡδονῶν, εὔοικος δὲ καὶ εὐσύμβολος ὧν τυγχάνει καὶ φιλόνικος 
πρὸς τὸ μὴ ἐλλείπεσθαι εὖ ποϊῶν τοὺς εὐεργετοῦντας αὐτόν. 

Of the two best MSS. one has εὔοικος, the other εὔνους. 
The rest are divided between εὔνους, evouxos, and evopxos. 
Εὔοικος is unmeaning here, and neither εὔνους nor εὔορκος 
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accounts for the various readings. Εὐνοῖκός, which I sus- 
pect Xenophon wrote, will account fairly for all three, 
evopxos being an easy ‘ correction’ of εὔοικος after the v was 
lost. He has the adverb εὐνοϊκῶς about a dozen times, 
though the adjective, which is less common generally, seems 
not to occur in his writings. LEvvoixes is a more proper 
word than εὔνους here; a man is εὐνοῖκός by nature, εὔνους 
by accident of acquaintance, etc. But this distinction is 
not always observed. 

2.6. 38 εἴ σοι πείσαιμι κοινῇ τὴν πόλιν ψευδόμενος, ὡς ἂν 
“ Ν “ ‘ “-“ 

στρατηγικῷ τε καὶ δικαστικῷ καὶ πολιτικῷ, ἑαυτὴν ἐπιτρέψαι. 

The distinction in this sort of use between ὡς and ὡς ἄν 
(cf. Kiihner’s note) is not very hard to grasp. ’Emuitpérw 
σοι ἐμαυτὸν ὡς σοφῷ means’ that I regard you as wise and 
put myself in your hands accordingly ; ἐπιτρέπω σοι ἐμαυτὸν 
ὡς ἂν σοφῷ means that I do not, at least necessarily, regard 
you as wise, but that for some reason or other I put myself 
in your hands as though you were: ‘I entrust myself to 
you, as I should to a wise man, or as I should if I thought 
you wise.’ So τοῦτο ποιεῖ, ὡς σοφὸς ὦν, ‘as a wise man, he 
acts in this way’; τοῦτο ποιεῖ ὡς ἂν σοφός, ‘ he acts in this 
way, aS a wise man would do,’ by no means assuming that 
he is wise, though possibly his wisdom might be inferred 
from his action. In other words ὡς ἄν is not used to intro- 
duce a fact or what is regarded as a fact by the person or 
person immediately concerned, In late Greek this distine- 
tion is lost and ὡς ἄν used freely for ὡς, but in good Attic it 
is always maintained. It would seem therefore doubtful 
whether the expression ascribed to Solon about the Athen- 
ians driven abroad, 

a δι συ Υ Ν 

γλῶσσαν οὐκέτ᾽ ᾿Αττικὴν 
er ε x “a / ἱέντας, ws av πολλαχῇ πλανωμένους, 

can be quite rightly preserved, for they did wander in many 
places, whereas ὡς ἄν means as though they wandered. In 
spite of Gilbert I do not think it can be said that as av 
is inappropriate here in Xenophon, as it is distinctly meant 
that Critobolus lacks the qualifications in question. Athens 
might be induced to trust herself to him as she would 
to a competent man. At the same time the hypothesis is 
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that she thinks him competent, and for that ὡς is more proper, 
like ὡς ὄντι οἰκονομικῷ Te καὶ ἐπιμελεῖ in the next and precisely 
parallel sentence. ἴΑν here has been changed to ὄντι 
(Weiske), but that is very improbable. Remembering 
however the very frequent interchange of av and δή, I 
think it is an open question whether here and in 3. 6. 4: 
3. 8. 1 δή should not be read. Certainly here and in 3. 6. 4 
it would be quite in place: in 3. 8. 1 less so. 

2. 9. 4 οὐ yap ἣν οἷος ἀπὸ παντὸς κερδαίνειν, ἀλλὰ φιλόχρη- 
Ν οἱ Ν lal “-“ 

στός τε καὶ ἔφη ῥᾷστον εἶναι ἀπὸ τῶν συκοφαντῶν λαμβάνειν. 

Archedemus is an able and honourable man who sees 
no objection to making the συκοφάνται yield up some of 
their ill-gotten gains. In the present case he gave one of 
them no peace ἕως τόν τε Κρίτωνα ἀφῆκε καὶ αὐτῷ χρήματα 
ἔδωκε. But it is inept to say of him that he was honour- 
able and thought it very easy to get money out of the 
συκοφάνται. The two things do not hang together. ‘Pacrov 
may be a mistake for χρηστοῦ, ‘ that it was quite the part of 
an honourable man,’ as Euripides says (fragm. 678 Nauck) 
ἔστι τοι καλὸν κακοὺς κυλάζειν, Or again for ἀρίστου : he used 
to say ἄριστον εἶναι, that it was the best thing or a very 
good thing to do. 

There is much awkwardness about τε καί coupling an 
adjective and verb, Perhaps Xenophon wrote something 
like φιλόχρηστός τε καὶ « φιλόκαλος καὶ; ἔφη. But χρηστοῦ 
would ease the construction. 

3.3. 7 θήγειν δὲ τὰς ψυχὰς τῶν ἱππέων καὶ ἐξοργίζειν πρὸς 
τοὺς πολεμίους, ἅπερ ἀλκιμωτέρους ποιεῖ, διανενόησαι ; 

As some, though not the best, MSS. have εἴπερ and all 
MSS. are said to have ποιεῖν (ποιεῖν Stobaeus), it may be 
worth considering whether Xenophon wrote εἴπερ dAxipwré- 
ρους ποιεῖν <BovAka>. Cf. 3. 6. 3 εἴπερ τιμᾶσθαι βούλει, 
ὠφελητέα σοι ἡ πόλις ἐστί. 

3.5.1 Καὶ 6 Περικλῆς, βουλοίμην ἄν, ἔφη, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἃ 
λέγεις" ὅπως δὲ ταῦτα γένοιτ᾽ ἂν οὐ δύναμαι γνῶναι. Βούλει 
οὖν, ἔφη ὃ Σωκράτης, διαλογιζόμενοι περὶ αὐτῶν ἐπισκοπῶμεν 
ὅπου ἤδη τὸ δυνατόν ἐστι; 
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T think the editors ought to have seen before now that 
δυνατόν is a mistake, made in many other places too, for 
ἀδύνατον. Consider the context. Young Pericles would 
like to improve the military strength and reputation of 
Athens, but he is afraid it can’t be done. Well, says 
Socrates, shall we try to find out where the difficulty, — 
the impossibility, lies? The Athenians are as numerous 
as the Boeotians; they are physically as robust, morally 
as patriotic and public-spirited; they have at least as 
glorious a history to inspire them. Ah, but for some time — 
past (says Pericles) Boeotia has been gaining courage and — 

_ Athens losing it. That (Socrates rejoins) will make the 
Athenians all the more teady to follow anyone who shows 
them how to retrieve their credit and position. Socrates 
thus shows, point by point, that there is nothing to prevent 
Pericles from effecting what he wishes. The argument 
would have to take another turn altogether, if they set 
out to consider how the thing was possible. ‘ How are 
you to do it? They are numerous, robust,’ etc.: that is 
nonsense. ‘Why should you not do it? Where is the 
impossibility? They are numerous, robust,’ etc.: this 
is sense. 

Notice also the concluding words of the dialogue (28): 
ὅτι μὲν yap av τούτων Katampdagys... καλὸν ἔσται... ἐὰν δέ 
τι αὐτῷῶν ἀδυνατῇ ς;, K.T.A. 

3. 5. 7 ἀλλὰ μήν, ἔφη ὃ Περικλῆς, εἴ ye νῦν μάλιστα 
πείθοιντο, ὥρα ἂν εἴη λέγειν, πῶς ἂν αὐτοὺς προτρεψαίμεθα κ.τ.λ. 

Continuing the discussion, Pericles says, ‘ If what you 
say is true, that under present circumstances they would 
be more ready to follow a leader, then we might go on to 
ask how best to animate them with a right ambition.’ 
It is abundantly clear that this requires not εἴγε νῦν μάλιστα 
πείθοιντο, " if they were now to listen’ but εἴ γε νῦν μάλιστ᾽ 
ἂν πείθοιντο, ‘if it is true that they would now be likely to 
listen.’ So in 4. 3.8 μάλισθ᾽ ἡμᾶς ὠφελοίη is now always 
corrected to μάλιστ᾽ ἂν ἡμᾶς, and the error is an extremely 
common one. 

3.5.9 They must remind the Athenians how their 
ancestors won such eminence: εἰ τούς ye παλαιτάτους ὧν 
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/ \ 4 
ἀκούομεν προγόνους αὐτῶν ἀναμιμνήσκοιμεν αὑτοὺς ἀκηκοότας 
ἀρίστους γεγονέναι. 

No one appears to have made sense of ἀκηκοότας, and it 
is often omitted. Even Cobet sanctions this, The course 

of the argument however seems to show that ἀκηκοότας 
is a blunder, due perhaps to ἀκούομεν, for ἀσκοῦντας or a 
past participle from ἀσκῶς They got their place by hard 
training. Cf. 14 εἰ μὲν ἐξευρόντες τὰ τῶν προγόνων ἐπιτηδεύ- 
ματα μηδὲν χεῖρον ἐκείνων ἐπιτηδεύοιεν, ANd 15 σωμασκήσουσιν. 
In Dion. Hal. 450 τοῖς ἀσκοῦσι τὴν πολιτικὴν φιλοσοφίαν is 
now read after Reiske’s conjecture for τοῖς ἀκούουσι τ.π.φ. 
Thue. 2. 39. 1 ἐπιπόνῳ ἀσκήσει εὐθὺς νέοι ὄντες τὸ ἀνδρεῖον 
μετέρχονται illustrates the meaning, though he and Xeno- 
phon seem to differ about the fact. For a similar sugges- 
tion see p. 202. 

3. 11. 14 Πῶς οὖν ἄν, ἔφη (Theodote the courtesan), ἐγὼ 
λιμὸν ἐμποιεῖν τῳ τῶν παρ᾽ ἐμοὶ δυναίμην ; Ei νὴ Δί, ἔφη, 
πρῶτον μὲν τοῖς κεκορεσμένοις μήτε προσφέροις μήτε ὑπομιμνή- 
σκοις, ἕως ἂν τῆς πλησμονῆς παυσάμενοι πάλιν δέωνται, ἔ ἔπειτα 

τοὺς δεομένους o ὑπομιμνήσκοις ὡς κοσμιωτάτῃ τε ὁμιλίᾳ καὶ τῷ 
«- μὴ Cobet, Schenkl, Gilbert, Marchant > φαίνεσθαι βουλο- 

μένη ΘΟ Δ πτὴ καὶ Seuhadvovors ἕως ἂν ὡς μάλιστα δεηθῶσι. 

It is odd that Cobet should have inserted μή in the wrong 
place: still odder that all the editors have followed him 
so obediently. His extraordinary insight might well by 
some accident go for once astray, but how is it none of the 
editors have seen that the necessary μή must precede not 
φαίνεσθαι but either βουλομένη or χαρίζεσθαι! If it pre- 
cedes φαίνεσθαι, then διαφεύγουσα is negatived too, ‘ not to 
appear anxious to avoid,’ which makes nonsense. In 
strict logic and by ordinary idiom it should be βουλομένη 
μὴ χαρίζεσθαι. But it is also good Greek to write pa Bovdo 
μένη χαρίζεσθαι, in which case οὐ βούλομαι (cf. οὔ φημι, οὐ 
προσποιοῦμαι, etc.) is like our ‘I don’t wish to gratify’ =‘I 
wish not to gratify.’ I should prefer however to write 
βουλομένη μὴ χαρίζεσθαι because the last syllable of βουλομένη 
will explain the loss of μή. Cf. on 4. 1. 3 below. 

But the sentence contains another and less obvious 
mistake, not difficult to set right. The second ὑπομιμνήσκοις 
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is quite inappropriate. If Theodote bears herself modestly 
and seems coy and reluctant, how can this be said to 
‘remind’ men? The point should be and evidently is that 
it stimulates them, as going without food provokes hunger 
(13). The word for this, which ὑπομιμνήσκοις has displaced 
the more easily because the two words are partly alike, is _ 
ὑποκνίζοις. Socrates has already used it in this chapter (3) 
in the same sort of connection, ἄπιμεν ὑποκνιζόμενοι καὶ 
ἀπελθόντες ποθήσομεν. The first ὑπομιμνήσκοις here in 14, 
which seems appropriate enough, and which I do not wish ) 
to alter, remained in the copyist’s mind and led him, no 
doubt unconsciously, to adapt ὑποκνίζοις to it. 

[Dr. Postgate points out to me the parallel afforded by 
Prop. 4. 5. 29, if we adopt the conjecture exstumulare or et 
stumulare. The right reading is however very doubtful. | 

4. 1. 3 Socrates draws an illustration from dogs, point- 
ing out τῶν κυνῶν τῶν εὐφυεστάτων. ., Tas μὲν καλῶς ἀχθείσας 
ἀρίστας γίγνεσθαι πρὸς τὰς θήρας καὶ χρησιμωτάτας, ἀναγωγοὺς 
δὲ γιγνομένας ματαίους τε καὶ μανιώδεις καὶ δυσπειθεστάτας. 
Read «τὰς;» ἀναγωγοὺς δέ, which seems especially needed 
after the partitive genitive τῶν εὐφυεστάτων, and note that 
τάς has been absorbed by the last syllable of χρησιμωτάτας. 
For the position of δέ cf. 4.5. 11 τὰ μὲν κράτιστα. . , τὰ 
ἥδιστα δὲ κιτιλ. Cf. the very similar passage in Dion Chrys. 
20. 15. 16, who must have had this in his mind. 

4. 2. 3 Παρασκευάσασθαι should be παρεσκευάσθαι, as in 
4, 1. 5. The aorist tense is unsuitable, and the mistake 
one of a very common type. 

4. 2. 10 γνωμονικοῦ yap ἀνδρὸς καὶ τοῦτο δεῖ. 

Strange constructions have been found for τοῦτο, and κἀν 
τούτῳ has been suggested. If Cobet is right in saying 
(V.L. pp. 155, 272) that καί and πρός get interchanged, we 
might very well read πρὸς τοῦτο, or καὶ πρὸς τοῦτο. δεῖται 
is also possible: cf. on 1... 12 .1. 

4, 2. 28 ἐπιθυμοῦσι τούτους ὑπὲρ αὑτῶν βουλεύεσθαι, καὶ 
προΐστασθαί τε αὑτῶν τούτους, καὶ τὰς ἐλπίδας τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἐν 
τούτοις ἔχουσι. τε is usually altered to ye after Stephanus. 
The construction is so awkward, especially with τούτους 
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repeated, that some scholars have seemed to look with 
favour on his proposal to insert ἐθέλουσι (βούλονται 7). But 
what has happened is that the infinitive βουλεύεσθαι has 
caused a finite verb to get into the infinitive too, quite a 
common sort of error. Xenophon wrote καὶ προΐστανταί 
te... kal... ἔχουσι. With that τούτους is right enough. 

4. 4. 17 τίνι δ᾽ ἄν τις μᾶλλον πιστεύσειε παρακαταθέσθαι ἢ 
χρήματα ἢ viovs;... τίνι δ᾽ ἂν μᾶλλον πολέμιοι πιστεύσειαν ἢ 
ἀνοχὰς ἢ σπονδὰς ἢ συνθήκας περὶ εἰρήνης ; . .. τῷ δ᾽ ἂν μᾶλλον 
οἱ σύμμαχοι πιστεύσειαν ἢ ἡγεμονίαν ἢ φρουραρχίαν ἢ πόλεις ; 

In the first sentence παρακαταθέσθαι is explanatory or 
consecutive, ‘whom would a man sooner trust, so as to 
deposit ?: in the third πιστεύσειαν ἡγεμονίαν x.7.r. is quite 
natural, ‘commit these things to his hands.’ But in the 
second can you speak of enemies ‘trusting’ treaties, etc. to 
a man in the sense of making them with him in full trust 
and confidence as to his honour? The phrase can hardly 
be justified and perhaps an infinitive similar in construction 
to παρακαταθέσθαι has fallen out, 6.4. πιστεύσειαν «ποιεῖ- 
σθαι ἢ ἀνοχάς. 

4. 5. 1 αὐτὸς φανερὸς ἦν τοῖς συνοῦσιν ἠσκηκὼς αὑτὸν 
μάλιστα πάντων ἀνθρώπων. ἀσκῶ has two constructions: 
ἀσκῶ τινα I practise (train) aman: and ἀσκῶ τι I practise 
a thing, 1.6. practise myself in a thing. ἀσκῶ twa logically 
justifies ἀσκῶ ἐμαυτόν, but then this means exactly the same 

as ἀσκῶ τι, which is certainly the common expression. The 
only passage I find cited for the reflexive pronoun is Cyr. 
8. 6. 10 ἐξάγειν δ᾽ ἐπὶ τὴν θήραν τὸν σατράπην τοὺς ἀπὸ θυρῶν 
καὶ ἀσκεῖν αὗτόν τε καὶ τοὺς σὺν ἑαυτῷ τὰ πολεμικά ; but there 

itis by no means necessary. Αὐτόν as subject οὗ ἀσκεῖν makes 
perfectly good sense. Unless therefore other examples are 
forthcoming, I suspect that αὗτόν in the Memorabilia should 
be αὐτήν, 1.6. ἐγκράτεια in the preceding sentence ; and this 
‘is otherwise better than atrdv, as ἠἡσκηκὼς αὑτόν fails to 
specify what he trained himself in. .[I have since noticed 
~Plut. Demosth. 5 αὐτὸς αὑτὸν joker. | 

a rn 
4, 6.12 ὅπου μὲν ἐκ τῶν τὰ νόμιμα ἐπιτελούντων αἱ ἀρχαὶ 

/ καθίστανται, ταύτην μὲν τὴν πολιτείαν ἀριστοκρατίαν ἐνόμιζεν 
εἶναι. 

ο 
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Is not some word like ἄριστα or μάλιστα needed with 
ἐπιτελούντωνξ = Cf. ~Cyrop. 8. 1. ὃ ὅταν μὲν ὃ ἐπιστάτης 
βελτίων γένηται, καθαρώτερον τὰ νόμιμα πράττεται: ὅταν δὲ 
χείρων, φαυλότερον. 

4.7. 2 ἕως ἱκανός τις γένοιτο, εἴ ποτε δεήσειε, γῆν μέτρῳ 
> a Ἃ a x a x a Ἅ 3 / ὀρθῶς ἢ παραλαβεῖν ἢ παραδοῦναι ἢ διανεῖμαι ἢ ἔργον ἀποδεί- 
ἕασθαι. 

Here again something seems missing. Read something 
like ἢ ἄλλο τι ἔργον (or ἢ ἔργον δτιοῦν), ἀποδείξασθαι. 

4.7.4 ἐκέλευε δὲ καὶ ἀστρολογίας ἐμπείρους γίγνεσθαι, καὶ 
ταύτης μέντοι μέχρι τοῦ νυκτός τε ὥραν καὶ μηνὸς καὶ ἐνιαυτοῦ 
δύνασθαι γιγνώσκειν ἕνεκα πορείας τε καὶ πλοῦ καὶ φυλακῆς, καί, 
ὅσα ἄλλα ἢ νυκτὸς ἢ μηνὸς ἢ ἐνιαυτοῦ πράττεται, πρὸς ταῦτ᾽ 
ἔχειν τεκμηρίοις χρῆσθαι, τὰς ὥρας τῶν εἰρημένων διαγιγνώ- 
σκοντας. 

There is sense in talking about a thing being done νυκτός 
by night, literally at some time within a night, but there is 
none in talking of a thing being done μηνός or ἐνιαυτοῦ, 
except when those genitives mean what they clearly do not 
mean here, within a month or year, that is at some time not 
more than a month or year distant, or in some given 
month (4. 8. 2) or year. It is plain that the sense here 
intended is things that have to be done at given times of 
the night, the month, or the year, or something like that. 
But no effort will get this sense out of the simple genitives 
μηνός and ἐνιαυτοῦ. The insertion of ταῖς ὥραις has been 
thought of, but it is not, I think, quite what is wanted, 
besides being open to the objection that we already have 
ὥραν and ras ὥρας in other parts of the sentence. I should 
say that some expression like ‘by observation of night 
month, year’ is what Xenophon wrote, 6.4. ἐνιαυτοῦ 
«τηρήσει», or, to repeat a word used in ὃ 2 about 
geometry, ἐνιαυτοῦ <petpyoa>. 

4. 7. 10 εἴ τις μᾶλλον ἢ κατὰ τὴν ἀνθρωπίνην σοφίαν 
ὠφελεῖσθαι βούλοιτο, συνεβούλευε μαντικῆς ἐπιμελεῖσθαι. 

Is μᾶλλον ὠφελεῖσθαι a good Greek expression? ὠφελεῖν 
is one of the class of verbs, noted by Cobet N.Z. 270, with 
which are coupled not adverbs but neuter adjectives. The 
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_ phrases are πλέον, πλεῖστα, μεγάλα, μέγιστα, μηδέν, τοσοῦτον 
ὠφελεῖν, as any one may see, for instance, by examining 
ὠφελῶ in Ast’s Lexicon Platonicum. That lexicon does 
indeed give one passage with μάλιστα, but there μάλιστα 
goes in sense with ἐμοῦ, not with the verb (Theages 127 p 
εἴπερ οἴει ὑπ᾽ ἐμοῦ μάλιστ᾽ av σοι τοῦτον ὠφεληθῆναι). We 
find however in Xen. Hell. 8. 1. 10 the unusual δυνάμενος 
μάλιστα most powerful. Without therefore pronouncing 
μᾶλλον impossible (especially in Xenophon) we are justified 
in doubting it, and all the more if there is an obvious and 
easy remedy at hand. Probably Xenophon wrote μᾶσσον, 
a word which is now read for ἐλάσσων in Cyrop. 2. 4. 27 
on the authority of Suidas and, again for ἐλάσσων, by con- 
jecture, in Resp. Lac. 12.5. The superlative μήκιστος also 
occurs in him two or three times. Semi-poetical as μᾶσσον 
is, it is just such a term as Xenophon rather likes using and 
just such as to get corrupted to a more familiar word, like 
μᾶλλον or ἔλαττον, as in the above instances. Μέγιστον is 
a v.L. for μήκιστον in Alciphron 1. 22. 2. I would read μᾶσσον 
for μεῖζον at the end of Philostr. V. Apoll. 2. 5 (πολλῷ 
μεῖζον ἔγωγ᾽ av φαίην ἄττειν). In the present context it 
seems especially suitable to the notion belonging to μαντική 
of something which sees and reaches further than ordinary 
‘human wisdom. A similar word which occurs several 
times in the Memorabilia is μείων, used instead of the 
familiar ἥττων. ; 

4. 8. 7 οὐ διὰ τὸ φιλεῖν ἐμέ... ἀλλὰ διόπερ Kal αὐτοὶ ἂν 
οἴονται ἐμοὶ συνόντες βέλτιστοι γίγνεσθαι. 

The editors seem not to notice this very curious use of 
διόπερ, in the sense of because. It may of course be a mistake 
for διότι, but it would be unsafe to alter it. Is there any 
other example of the use? Dem. 3. 19 has been taken so, 
but quite needlessly. Liddell and Scott mention that διό 
is similarly used in late Greek, quoting [Aristotle] De 
Plant. 2. 4. 8256 19. 

There are two or three topics connected with the Memor- 
abilia on which I will add a word. 
(1) It is surprising that the Oeconomicus and Sym- 
postwm have ever been thought to be detached portions of 

O 2 
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the Memorabilia, a view as old as Galen. Their length 
is in itself sufficient to disprove the idea, for Symp. is 
a quarter and Oecon. about half the total length of Mem., 
the latter work containing only short or comparatively 
short conversations. Their contents also unfit them to be 
parts of it. Mem. is serious all through, either defending 
Socrates from charges brought against him or otherwise 
showing how good and improving his conversation was, 
Symp. is the account of a drinking party, introducing 
Socrates in his lighter moments, characteristic enough, but 
no part of the earnest Mem. Moreover in Symp. Socrates 
is only one talker of many, the most prominent no doubt, 
but not holding the exclusive position which he does in 
Mem. Just as in Plato’s like-named dialogue Agathon, 
Aristophanes, and the rest all have their turn, so in 
Xenophon. Oecon. of course is serious enough, but in 
it again Socrates is by no means predominant throughout. 
For two-thirds of it Ischomachus is really the protagonist. 
Socrates does not become a mute person as in Sophistes 
and Polticus, but Ischomachus does most of the talking 
and sometimes talks continuously for a page or pages 
together. There is nothing like this in Mem., and it 
would be inconsistent with the plan of the work. The 
somewhat clumsy structure of Oecon. is indeed noticeable. 
Xenophon narrates a long conyersation between Socrates 
and Critobulus. A large part of this conversation 
consists of a narration by Socrates of another conversa- 
tion he held with Ischomachus; and of this doubly 
narrated conversation with Ischomachus Ischomachus’ 
narration of a third conversation forms no small part. 
Plato goes a long way in the matter of narrated dialogue, 
but not so far as this. Also, awkwardly enough, Oecon. ends 
at the close of Socrates’ conversation with Ischomachus, 
without coming back to the talk with Critobulus, in the 
course of which that conversation was narrated. Cf. The 
Taming of the Shrew and its ‘ induction.’ 

(2) I have not studied Mem. minutely enough to speak 
with absolute confidence, but the impression left on me 
by two or three fairly careful readings is that the bulk of it 
is genuine Xenophon, and that no good case is made 
out for the theory of incessant and extensive interpolations. 
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We must allow for the fact that Xenophon is only a 
writer of moderate merit, and that his strength never 
lies in clear and forcible thinking; and we may assume, 
what is partly the same thing, that the work was never 
intended to be other than loose in its structure, and 
that very probably bits of it were composed at different 
times, and added on or inserted without sufficient regard 
to the rest. These things being given, though the 
reasoning is sometimes obscure or feeble, and the com- 
position rather a patchwork, I see no sufficient grounds for 
holding that Xenophon did not write most of it as it 
stands. Not a few of the objections have arisen from 
imperfections of language, which criticism gradually dimin- 
ishes in number. Some few I hope are removed in the 
suggestions above made. Many other objections, as far 
as I have examined them, appear to me hypercritical 

-or quite unfounded. There are plenty of real blots and 
blemishes in the book, which the critics have pointed out, 
along with a number of more or less imaginary ones. When 
the text has been thoroughly purged of corruptions—and 
that has not been done yet—I should say that Xenophon 
ought to bear most of the blame for the faults which 
remain. 

(3) How far does the characteristic Xenophontean 
vocabulary appear in Mem.’ What light, if any, 
does the language throw on the date of composition ? 
I will not give details. Indeed I have not collected. 
them with quite sufficient care. But, particles apart, 

‘the vocabulary pure and simple is not very markedly 
Xn., though much of the almost unanalysable style is. 
Particles apart, I do not know that the vocabulary is much 
‘more marked than that of the first part of the Hellenzcs. 
‘There are a few cases of such familiar Xn. words as σύν, 
ἔστε, ἐπεί temporal, ὡς final (I have only noticed one 1. 4. 6), 
πρόσθεν, ἔνθα, 7, μείων, τέκνα, ἔλεξεν, αὔξειν, and some 
others, 6.6.5, ὄμμα, εὐπετῶς, μοχθεῖν, τερπνός, εὐμενής, εὐφροσύνη, 
λυσιτελεῖν, ὡσαύτως, δωρεῖσθαι, ἀλέξεσθαι, which belong 
to him; but the proportion is small. Particles however, 
which are so conspicuously wanting in the first part of 
the Hellencs, are abundant here (as Roquette has shown) 
and quite Xn. in character. If therefore we are to 
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give Mem. a decidedly later date, it must, I think, as_ 

~~ aie + 

far as the vocabulary goes, be on the strength of the 
particles. Again, there is not, as far as I see, any marked 
difference in vocabulary between different parts of the 
book, unless it be in the passage I am about to mention. 

The well-known story in Book II. of the Choice of 
Heracles (imitated by Silius 15. 18-128, but the imitation 
is little known) is of especial interest, and as there is 
a question whether.and how far the language is that 
of Xenophon, or Prodicus, or (as I understand Gilbert, the 
Teubner editor, to say) some third person, I have thought it 
worth while to set down here the words in it that have a 
more or less Xn. character. The story occupies four pages — 
in the Teubner text, and just as many in the new Oxford 
edition. 

Mem. 2. 1. 21. ἐπεί of time. 22. εὐπρεπής good-looking, 
ὄμμα twice, θαμά. 23. πρόσθεν, τερπνά. 24. τέρπομαι, 
εὐφραίνομαι, ἀπόνως (X.is always keen on φιλοπονία). 27. ἧπερ. 
28. ἐθέλω = βούλομαι (see p. 78), αὔξω, σύν. 29. εὐφροσύνη. 
30. τλήμων. 31. ἀπόνως again. 32. εὐμενής. 33. ἄμοχθος, 
γεραίτεροι, ἀγάλλομαι, πεπρωμένος (Hell. 6. 3. 6), τοκεύς. 
To these we may add, as in some degree of like nature, 
(30) καθυπνοῦν, (31) ἀθέατος, (32) συλλήπτρια, (32) χωρὶς 
ἐμοῦ, (32) μακαριστός. Ἡσυχία (21), a solitary place, solitude, 
is also noticeable. 

The passage is highly elaborated, and that is why 
there are so many of these words occurring in it, quite 
out of proportion to the average number. We know 
of course nothing about the style of Prodicus, except that 
he was nice in his choice of words and careful, .perhaps 
over careful, in discriminating synonyms. No doubt 
on such a theme he too may have used some of these 
words. Socrates is made to say of him (34), in words 
curiously like those of the Theaetetus 168 c about Prot- 
agoras, that he used ἔτι μεγαλειοτέροις ῥήμασιν ἢ ἐγὼ νῦν. 
But the coincidence of all these Xn. expressions, taken 
along with many other Xn. touches in the passage, leaves 
no doubt in my mind that the writer was Xenophon, 
not Prodicus, nor another. The question is a good deal 
like that about the speech of Lysias in the Phaedrus. 
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1. 3. 15 The participles ἀκοντίζων, τοξεύων, ἱππεύων May 
very probably be right with κράτιστος εἶναι and ἥττων εἰμί, 
but infinitives would be much more usual. Are participles 
found elsewhere with ἀγαθός, κράτιστος, ἥττων εἰμί and such 
phrases? Cf. however their use with verbs like νικῶ. 
Possibly we should discriminate here and write ἀκοντίζων, 
τοξεύων, ἱππεύειν. 

1. 4. 6 οὐ γὰρ προσῇει εἰ μὴ ἴδοι εἰ καιρὸς εἴη, καὶ τοῦ Σάκα 
ἐδεῖτο πάντως σημαίνειν αὐτῷ ὁπότε ἐγχωροίη καὶ ὑπότε καιρὸς 
εἴη. 

The second εἰ should perhaps be ὅτι (in $$ 1 and 9 of this 
chapter the MSS. vary between ὅτι and εἰ), and we might 
insert a μή after καὶ ὅπότε instead of bracketing καὶ ὁπότε 
καιρὸς εἴη With Hug. 

1.:6. 10 τόδε δὲ πάντων μάλιστά por μέμνησο, μηδέποτε 
ἀναμένειν τὸ πορίζεσθαι τἀπιτήδεια, ἔστ᾽ ἂν ἡ χρεία σε ἀναγκάσῃ. 

After ἀναμένειν the only possible infinitive would be one 
that expressed some occurrence not under one’s own control, 
usually with a distinct subject, 6.6. ἀναμένειν γίγνεσθαί τι, 
sometimes with the same subject as ἀναμένειν, e.g. Dem. 19. 
224 παθεῖν ἀναμένειν τὰ δεινά. τὸ πορίζεσθαι cannot therefore 
stand here as governed by ἀναμένειν, for it is within the man’s 
own control. The English ‘wait to provide’ does not 
justify the Greek. Nor can we make it the subject of 
ἀναμένειν and translate ‘that providing must not wait.’ It 
seems to ‘follow that the words cannot be quite right. τῷ 
πορίζεσθαι, ‘in respect of providing,’ would be good Greek, 
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though not very common. But perhaps some participle 
governing τὸ 7. has been lost. ἀμελεῖν τοῦ πορίζεσθαι in 11 
suggests « ἀμελοῦντα» τοῦ π. here. 

1. 6. 11 ὧν μὲν νῦν λέγονται λήψεσθαι . . ., οὐδεὶς αὐτῶν ἐμοὶ 
τούτων χάριν εἴσεται. λέγονται seems to have little or no 
point, and the construction λέγονται λήψεσθαι must at best 
be very uncommon. Read ἡγοῦνται. 

Ibid. τὸ δ᾽ ἔχοντα δύναμιν ἡ ἔστι μὲν φίλους εὖ ποιοῦντα 
ἀντωφελεῖσθαι, ἔστι δὲ ἐχθροὺς ἔχοιτα πειρᾶσθαι τείσασθαι, 
ἔπειτ᾽ ἀμελεῖν τοῦ πορίζεσθαι, οἴει τι, ἔφη, ἧττόν τι τοῦτο εἶναι 
αἰσχρὸν ἣ εἰ κιτιλ. ῖ 

Hug follows Madvig in bracketing ἔχοντα, but should we _ 
not for ἐχθροὺς ἔχοντα read ἐχθρῶς ἔχοντας ῖἵ Cf. Symp. 4} 
3 ἐχθιόνως ἔχουσιν : Cyn. 7. 11 ἔχωσι πολεμίως : Dem. 5, 18 
ἐχθρῶς σχήσουσι and 20. 77. 

τι with both οἴει and ἧττον can hardly be right. In the 
first case it may have grown out of the εἰ in οἴει, just as εἷς 
and ris get confused. 

1. 6.17 οὕτω γάρ μοι δοκεῖ ἧ τε ὑγίεια μᾶλλον παραμένειν 
καὶ ἰσχὺς προσγενέσθαι. , 

Either ἄν must be added, 6.0. μᾶλλον ἄν, or we must read 
παραμενεῖν ... προσγενήσεσθαι. Cf. on 6, 1. 53. 

1. 6. 19 τοῦτό ye τοιοῦτόν ἐστιν οἵόνπερ εἴ τις κύνας ἐν 
ἀνακαλοῖτο ἀεὶ τῇ κλήσει ἧπερ ὅταν τὸ θηρίον ὁρᾷ: τὸ μὲν γὰρ 
πρῶτον προθύμως εὖ old’ ὅτι ἔχει ὑπακονούσας" ἣν δὲ πολλάκις 
ψεύδηται αὐτάς, τελευτῶσαι οὐδ᾽ ὁπόταν ἀληθῶς ὁρῶν καλῇ i 
πείθονται αὐτῷ. | 

ἔχει and πείθονται should be ἕξει and πείσοντα. Not only 
will the futures harmonise better with the h i 
optative εἴ τις ἀνακαλοῖτο, but present tenses involve the 
absurd hypothesis that men do sometimes really act in the 
way described. 

τ 

1. 6, 35 There will be no difficulty in the construction οὗ 
ὑποδέξει, if we insert ὡς or ὅπως between καί and φανερούς. 
μηχανῶ will govern first an infinitive, then a conjunctival . 
clause. ὡς and καί are sometimes confused, 2 

4 
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! 2.1.5 συμβαλεῖν φασι... εἰς Καύστρου πεδίον. 

_ Evidently ἐμβαλεῖν, like ἐμβάλλοι half a dozen lines below. 

2.1.9 The mistake of present for future is so common 
in the Cyropaedia that I incline to alter τάττομεν and 

7 to τάξομεν and νεμοῦμεν. Observe ποιήσεις just 

_ 2. 2.26 For οὔτε. .. οὐδέ read probably ovre... οὔτε. 
8. 7. 19-20 should, I think, be οὔτε and οὐδέ ye, for the first 
οὐδέ there has no particular propriety, while the second is 
much better than the οὐδέ here. 

A bd Ν » Ν / ’ 2. 8. 8 ὅταν μὲν ἄνθρωποι κοινωνοὶ πολέμου γενόμενοι ἐν 
ἑαυτοῖς ἕκαστοι ἔχωσιν ὡς, εἰ μὴ αὐτός τις προθυμήσεται, οὐδὲν 
ἐσόμενον τῶν δεόντων, ταχὺ πολλὰ καὶ καλὰ διαπράττονται" 

av δὲ ἕκαστος διανοηθῇ ὡς ἄλλος ἔσται ὃ πράττων.... τούτοις, 
bn, εὖ ἴστε ὅτι πᾶσιν ἅμα πάντα ἥκει τὰ χαλεπὰ φερόμενα. 

Η Ts not ἔχωσιν incomplete? Can one say ἔχω ἐν ἐμαυτῷ 
( . ἐσόμενον, I feel as though, I reckon that, etc.? One 
would expect with ἔχωσιν either οὕτως, Which might με 
drop out after ἑ ἑαυτοῖς (6. 2. 8 οὕτως εἶχε τὴν γνώμην ὡς. 

ρατηκὼς καὶ οὐδὲν ὄντα τὰ τῶν πολεμίων) ; or such an 
expression as ἐν ἑαυτοῖς τὰς ἐλπίδας ἕκαστοι ἔχωσιν, as in 1. 4. 25 
ἐλπίδας ἔχων μεγάλας ἐν αὐτῷ In ὅ. 4. 82 ἔχοντα ὥστε is | 
different. ἥκει with its pertect force seems inappropriate 
and I suggest ἥξει. There is no need of διαπράξονται to 
keep it company. Cf. on 8. 3. 41. 

2.3.12 Is it possible that εὐθύμως, to which in its 
present place just exception is taken, should be put with 
οὐχ ἡδέως ἀγωνιστέον higher up, either displacing ἡδέως or 

sing added to it (ἡδέως καὶ εὐθύμως) ? 

Ibid. Κῦρος ὃ κρίνων ἔσται, ds οὐ φθόνῳ κρίνει. xpwet? 

2.4.1 ἐβούλετο γάρ σε ὡς λαμπρότατα καὶ εὐκοσμότατα 
<€xovra>! προσάγειν. 

_ This would seem better to suit the gift of a dress. 

8.1. 28 μηδέποτε would more regularly be μηδεπώποτε. 
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8, 8. 80 wh 86... Mla Ἢ ἂν ταῖς τούτων νομαῖς χρῆσθαι, εἰ 
μέλλοις κιτιλ.; καὶ σφόδρ᾽ av, ἔφη, εἴπερ οἰοίμην ἀσφαλῶς 
νέμειν. 

It'is quite clear that we need the future νεμεῖν. He 
would do it, if he thought he would be safe in doing it. 

3. 3. 4 καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἐποίουν ἕως ἐκ τῆς χώρας ἀπῆν. 

The sense required is ‘until he crossed the frontier,’ 
For this ἀπῆν is certainly impossible, and dye, which like 
ἐξέπεμψαν seems only a conjecture, is the wrong tense. 
Perhaps ἀπήλασεν or ἀπῆλθεν. 

3. 3. 6 ἐνόμιζε γάρ, εἰ ἕκαστος TO μέρος ἀξιέπαινον ποιήσει 
τὸ ὅλον αὐτῷ καλῶς ἔχειν. 

Another present for future. Read ἕξειν, as the context 
requires. In § 51 should ἀρκεῖ be ἀρκέσει ? 

3. 3. 19 This obscure passage may, I think, = put right 
by inserting after πολὺ yap μᾶλλον either ϑαρξῤσομαν or. 
some expression to the same effect. 

3. 3. 35 οἶδα yap ὑμᾶς ταῦτα ἐπισταμένους καὶ ὶ μεμελετηκότας 
καὶ ἀκούοντας διὰ τέλους. 

Two good MSS. have ἀκηκοότας or καὶ ἀκηκοότας οἴ 
ταῦτα. It seems hardly possible that ἀκούοντας can be 
right, for, if the word were used at all, it ought clearly to 
come before ἐπισταμένους and μεμελετήν τα Hearing 
comes before knowing and practising. I would not however 
propose to omit it, but to consider whether ἀσκοῦντας or 
ἠσκηκότας Should not be substituted for it. The dubious 
ἀκηκοότας may point to the latter. ἠσκοῦμεν occurs a few 
lines further on: add §§ 50 and 55. There is no diticalty 
in the combination of μελετᾶν and ἀσκεῖν : cf. Hell. 6. 2. 
32 ἀσκεῖται καὶ μελετᾶται and Sturz Index Xen. 8.0. ἀσκεῖν. 
A similar suggestion has been made above on Mem 3. 5. 9. 
In Ὁ. Hal. de Vet. Or. 4. 450 τοῖς ἀσκοῦσι τὴν πολιτικὴν 
φιλοσοφίαν (Reiske) is now read for τοῖς ἀκούουσι. 

3. 3. 59 We should part readily with πεπαιδευμένοι, if it 
were at all apparent how it got in. οἱ π. would be better, 
and the oi might have been merged i in φαιδροί : but it is 
not good. Cf. καὶ πείθεσθαι ἴπι 69 and of σώφρονες in 8. 5. 13. 
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4, 2. ἔχετε οὖν ὧν λέγετε πιστόν τι ἡμᾶς διδάσκειν ὡς 
dAnbevere ; 

The Greek is more than questionable. Did not X. write 
something like πιστόν τι « διδόντες" Similarity to διδά- 
oxew might cause the loss. Cf. Cobet’s « δοῦναι: δύναμαι in 
5. 4. 14. 

4. 3, 2 πάντες ydp... ἔχοντες τὰ πλείστου ἄξια στρατεύονται, 
λέγοντες ὅτι μᾶλλον μάχοιντ᾽ ἄν, εἰ τὰ φίλτατα παρείη. 

Should ποῦ μᾶλλον be κάλλιον ~They would fight betier, 
not more. In Hero 2. 4 I have suggested the reverse 
change. 

4. 3. 5 ἔχομεν. -. ὅπλα οἷς δοκοῦμεν τρέπεσθαι τοὺς 
πολεμίους. 

The sense is future and calls for τρέψεσθαι. 

4, 3. 19 Adopting the old conjecture πολλῶν δέ for 
πολλοῖς δέ (a repetition of πολλοῖς μέν) I should suggest 
that αὐτῶν be changed to αὐτούς. 

4.5.12 ἠπείλει εἰ py... ἀπαγγέλλοι. Read ἀπαγγελοῖ. 

. 4. 6. 7 εἰ οὖν σύ με δέχει καὶ ἐλπίδα τινὰ λάβοιμι κ-.τ.λ. 

 δέχει is not only incongruous with λάβοιμι but wrong in 
itself, for εἰ δέχει cannot refer to the future. Read either 
ἐδ έχοιο or possibly δέξει. For combination of future and 
optative cf. Eur. Or. 508 εἰ τόνδ᾽ ἀποκτείνειεν . . . χὠ τοῦδε 

mais... ἀνταποκτενεῖ, x.t.., but it seems unlikely. 

5. 2.17 ἐπ᾽ οὐδενὶ yap βρώματι οὐδὲ πώματι Πέρσης ἀνὴρ 
τῶν πεπαιδευμένων οὔτ᾽ ἂν ὄμμασιν ἐκπεπληγμένος καταφανὴς 
γένοιτο οὔτε ἁρπαγῇ οὔτε τῷ νῷ μὴ οὐχὶ προσκοπεῖν ἅπερ ἂν 
Kal μὴ ἐπὶ σίτῳ ὦν. 

_ He would not betray his longing, that is, either by eye 
or by movement of hand to snatch. This must be the 
“meaning, but then how are we to understand what follows ? 
That also must be something that would reveal pre- 

occupation, and is no.doubt inattention to some serious 
subject. The words as they stand however cannot be made 
parallel to the instrumental datives ὄμμασι and ἁρπαγῇ. 
ΠΑ slight change would be «τῷ; τῷ νῷ μὴ οὐχὶ προσκοπεῖν, 
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but this is not elegant and as far as I have noticed not 
Xenophontean. Perhaps «ἐν 76>. προσκοπῶν would give 
us the same sense with an even easier change. Something 
like προσκοπεῖν <dvvdépevos> is also possible. The zpo in 
προσκοπεῖν (περισκοπεῖν ! προσσκοπεῖν 1) seems inappropriate. — 

ες 

ὅ. 2. 35 εἰ μέντοι ὥσπερ πρόσθεν... ἔτι καὶ νῦν αἱ μάχαι, 
κρίνονται, θαρρῶν οὐδὲν ἂν σφαλείης. ᾿ 

κρίνονται Should be κρινοῦνται. 

alta ὧν 
5. 3. 10 οἶδ᾽ ὅτι κἂν πρίαιτο Taddras τὸ μέγα τι ποιῆσαι 

κακὸν τὸν νῦν βασιλέα. 

Is πρίαιτο by itself right? Read perhaps κἂν «πολλοῦ! 
πρίαιτο, comparing 8. 4. 23 οὐκ ἂν πρίαιό ye παμπόλλου ὥστε 
σοι ταῦτ᾽ εἰρῆσθαι ; 3. 1. 41 τῆς αὑτοῦ ψυχῆς ἂν πρίαιτο ὥστε ᾿ 
μή με δουλεύειν : but also Plutarch Mor. 149 ἀλλὰ κἂν 
ἐπριάμην ᾿Αρδάλῳ κοινωνεῖν μιᾶς τραπέζης. 

5. 4.21 Was not Schneider right in wishing to put καὶ 
ὅπως ye κιτ.ιλ. after ἀνιῶνται, so that it becomes parallel to 
ἵνα K.T-A. ἵ 

5. 5. 24 συγκυροῦντα (of lands annexed to a dominion) — 
is generally condemned, but Eur. Andr, 1172 εἰς ἕν μοίρας 
συνέκυρσας and its use in Polybius of contiguous countries 
(both quoted in L. and 8.) seem to justify it. κυρεῖν does — 
not occur elsewhere in Xenophon, but it is found in — 
Herodotus and other Ionic prose ; also in Alcib. 2. 141 B. 

6. 1. 39 καὶ ὑπὸ τῶν φίλων οἶδ᾽ ὅτι ὡς σὲ πεφευγὼς λόγον 
ἂν παρέχοιμι. 

This confusion of expression (practically = τοῖς φίλοις) 
is not impossible, but X. may perhaps have written © 
λόγον ἂν ἔχοιμι, using a phrase found Herod. 5. 66 and — 

parallel to αἰτίαν ἔχω. . 

6. 1. 53 τοιοῦτοι δὲ πύργοι... ἐδόκουν αὐτῷ μεγάλη μὲν 
ἐπικουρία γενέσθαι κ.τ.λ. 

Add ay before αὐτῷ or elsewhere. The sense points to it, nor 
could the aorist γενέσθαι stand without it. Cf. on 1. 6. 17. 

6. 3. 15 οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι, ὥσπερ εἰκὸς, μηδὲν εἰδότες ἐκπεπληγμένοι 
ἦσαν. 

To account for the μή, read εἰδότας. 

: 

—— 
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6. 3. 20 Cyrus, told that Croesus proposes to surround 
his troops, says ἀλλ᾽ οὗτοι ἂν εἰδεῖεν εἰ οἱ κυκλούμενοι KUKAW- 
θεῖεν. Schneider, Madvig, and others οὔτοι. οὗτοι is, I 
think, right, but we cannot take the words with Breitenbach 
as meaning ‘are likely to find out whether the surrounders 
are (or were) themselves surrounded,’ for the optative 
κυκλωθεῖεν would be extremely awkward; nor again can 
κυκλωθεῖεν stand for κυκλωθεῖεν ἄν or κυκλωθῆναι δύναιντο. 
Rather ‘if themselves surrounded, they will discover the 
consequences,’ the threatening sense of εἴσει etc. Possibly 
οὗτος (or αὐτὸς) ἂν εἰδείη. 

7. 1. 16 Should ἀσφαλεστάτῳ be ἀσφαλεστέρῳ! The 
‘mistake is common. 

7. 1. 36 εἰσπεσόντες παίουσιν <oixk> ἀφορῶντας ‘not 
looking at them’ = aversos ? 

7. 3.15 καὶ μήν for καὶ viv? 

7. 5. 25 οὐδὲν ἂν εἴη θαυμαστὸν εἰ καὶ ἄκλειστοι at πύλαι 
τοῦ βασιλείου εἶεν ὡς ἐν κώμῳ" δοκεῖ γὰρ ἡ πόλις πᾶσα τῇδε 
τῇ νυκτί. 

So most MSS. A by an obvious slip has δοκῶ, D for ὡς 
ἐν κώμῳ δοκεῖ has κωμοδοκεῖ. κωμάζει yap Stephanus, 
εὐωχεῖται γάρ Madvig, δειπνεῖ γάρ Hug. For δοκεῖ I suggest 
ξενοδοκεῖ. Cf. 8. ὅ. 7 where πλεονεκτήματα is an accepted 
correction for κτήματα. 

8. 3. 25 καλοῦ ὄντος τοῦ χωρίου ἔδειξε τέρμα ws ἐπὶ πέντε 
σταδίων xwpiov. The second χωρίου is almost obviously an 

_ accidental repetition, standing for δρόμου (see end of 8) or 
another word. 

8. 3. 41 viv γὰρ δὴ ἐμὲ πολλοὶ μὲν οἰκέται σῖτον αἰτοῦσι, 
πολλοὶ δὲ πιεῖν, πολλοὶ δὲ ἱμάτια' οἱ δὲ ἰατρῶν δέονται: ἥκει δέ 
τις ἢ τῶν προβάτων λελυκωμένα φέρων ἢ τῶν βοῶν κατακεκρη- 
μνισμένα ἢ νόσον φάσκων ἐμπεπτωκέναι τοῖς κτήνεσιν. 

κατακεκρημνισμένους has been suggested, but even then 
the two participles and the two genitives are very odd. 
Breitenbach is driven to the poetic parallel of κοινῶν παίδων 
κοινά. 15 it not probable that σώματα has been lost before 
or after λελυκωμένα ? 
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I would also change-jKxe to ἥξει, as in 2. 3. 3. Ἥκει has 
come is not suitable: we need comes or, as we say, will 
come. For such a future in Greek cf. Herod. 1. 173 
εἰρομένου δὲ ἑτέρου... . καταλέξει x.7.A. (u.v. Stein) of what 
often happens. ; Ἢ 

8. 4. 6 Read δεόμενον with D and αὐτόν for τόν ὍΝ 
ἔχειν αὐτὸν δεόμενον). 

8, 7. 11 καταλιπεῖν should be καταλείπειν, if it were onl 
to match δίδωμι and διδούς. 

τ 

νι δον... 



HERODOTUS 

Book I 

24. 8! τελευτέοντος δὲ τοῦ νόμου pipai μιν és THY θάλασσαν. 

Probably τελευτέοντα with the genitive, a well established 
construction. Herwerden τελευτήσαντα, but the present is 
both nearer to the MSS. and better in itself, gust as he 
finished. 

_ 24. 11 ἱστορέεσθαι (not elsewhere used in the passive by 
Ἢ.) should perhaps be changed to ἱστορέειν, going on from 
the ἔχειν of the sentence before. So- in 3. 99. 2 (for 
instance) R has διαφθείρειν against the διαφθείρεσθαι of 
other MSS. Valckenaer proposed εἰρωτέεσθαι here. 
Dr. Postgate suggests to me that ἱστορέεσθαι may be 
middle. This is possible, but H.’s frequent and consistent 
use of the active is against it. 

«27.4 νησιώτας δὲ τί δοκέεις εὔχεσθαι ἄλλο 7)... λαβεῖν 
ἀρᾶσθαι Λυδοὺς ἐν θαλάσσῃ ; (MSS. ἀρᾶσθαι or ἀρώμενοι) 

Stein reads the ungrammatical and surely impossible 
nominative ἀρώμενοι. The infinitive is less anomalous, but 
still awkward. Should we not read ἀρᾶσθαι, but omit 
εὔχεσθαι, which may have been put in to fill up the ellipse 
of τί δοκέεις ἄλλο ἢ ἀρᾶσθαιΐξ Cobet approves Toup’s con- 
jour αἰωρεομένους aS answering to νησιώτας ἱππευομένους 
ἐν ἠπείρῳ just before, and it is certainly plausible. 

32. 6 πᾶν ἄνθρωπος συμφορή. 

Quotations and A? (Stein) give πᾶς. The parallels in 

1 In default of any way universally adopted of referring to specific 
of chapters, I have cited the sections as given in the old 

Oxford Pocket Classics. 
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Stein’s note point to πᾶσα, 6.0. Ar. Ach. 909 μικκός 
μᾶκος οὗτος. Δ. ἀλλ’ ἅπαν κακόν : Theocr. 15. 148 χὠνὴρ, 
ὄξος ἅπαν. 

48, ὃ διέπεμψε παρὰ τὰ χρηστήρια τοὺς θεοπρόπους. 

παρά (which we should expect to take a personal accu- 
sative), probably because the oracle is more or less identifi 
with the god or hero. Thus in 46. 2 és Δελφούς, 
Δωδώνην, παρά te ᾿Αμφιάρεων καὶ παρὰ Τροφώνιον. Bal 
περὶ τὰ x. is possible. 

59. 1 τούτων δὴ dv τῶν ἐθνέων τὸ μὲν ᾿Αττικὸν κατεχόμενόν. 
τε καὶ διεσπασμένον ἐπυνθάνετο ὁ Κροῖσος ὑπὸ Πεισιστράτου. 

As o ὑπό has nothing to do with διεσπασμένον, Herwerden 
reads τέως for τε καί and has also suggested τέως διεσπα-, 
σμένον κατεχόμενον. We might very well adopt the trans- 
position and read διεσπασμένον te καὶ κατεχόμενον. ΤΗΝ 
Athenians were divided and were under the control of P. 

59. 4 οὐκ dv... πείθεσθαι ἐθέλειν... γενέσθαι « δὲ;» οἵ 
κιτιλ. ἕ 

65.5 ἀλλ᾽ ἔτι καὶ μᾶλλον θεὸν ἔλπομαι, ὦ Λυκόοργε. (So 
quoted too in Euseb. P.E. 5. 27. 8.) 

The oracle is in doubt whether to call him god or man. 
It is hard to see the force of ἔτι. Perhaps ἀλλά τι. Both 
καί and τι are sometimes added to μᾶλλον. 

67. 4 Ἔστι τις ᾿Αρκαδίης Teyén λευρῷ ἐνὶ χώρῳ, 
ἔνθ᾽ ἄνεμοι πνείουσι δύο κρατερῆς ὑπ᾽ ἀνάγκης. 

It is surprising that exception has not been taken to the 
first of these lines. Not only does it make the ἔνθ᾽ ἄνεμοι. 
πνείουσι refer to Tegea as a whole, when it ought to be 
more specific, but the famous city is spoken of as Teyéy τις 
in a slighting manner. Surely it stands to reason that we 
want ‘there is a spot in Tegea where’ etc. For the 
natural expression cf. Herodotus’ own way of writing: 
160. 4 χῶρος τῆς Μυσίώς: 2. 75. 1 ἔστι δὲ χῶρος τῆς 
᾿Αραβῶηςς. 

The excerpta from Diodorus actually give Τεγέης, which 
we should like to make depend on χώρῳ, but this is 
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impossible without some further change. We might think 
of Teyén λευρὸς ἐνὶ χῶρος. The corruption however is not a 
likely one, and χώρῳ no doubt comes from Od. 7. 123 τῆς 
ἕτερον μὲν θειλόπεδον λευρῷ evi χώρῳ. I suggest therefore 
that we should read ἔστι τοι ᾿Αρκαδίης Τεγέης λευρῷ ἐνὶ 
ὥρῳ ἔνθ᾽ ἄνεμοι κιτ.λ., Joining ἔστι with ἔνθα, as in Xen, 

Cyrop. 7. 4. 15 ἔστιν ἔνθα ἰσχυρῶς ὠφελοῦσι σφενδονῆται and 
8. 2. 5: Soph. Hl. 1042. The common Latin Arcadius 
seems to guarantee the use of ᾿Αρκάδιος as an adjective. 

67. 6 οἱ δὲ ἀγαθοεργοί εἰσι <ol> τῶν ἀστῶν ἐξιόντες ἐκ 
τῶν ἱππέων αἰεὶ οἱ πρεσβύτατοι | 

The article cannot, I think, be dispensed with. The 
order of the words (instead of τῶν ἀστῶν oi é. or οἱ é. τ. a.) 
has many parallels in H., ¢.g. 53. 3 τοὺς δὲ Ελλήνων δυνατω- 
_ 7 € OA soa > 9) ,ὕ 9 , τάτους : 3. 26. 1 οἱ δὲ αὐτῶν ἐπ᾽ ᾿Αμμωνίους ἀποσταλέντες. 

77. 1 (or 76. 5) καὶ τὰ μὲν στρατόπεδα ἀμφότερα οὕτως 
ἠγωνίσατο. 

Write in accordance with H.’s practice ἠγώνιστο. 

78. 2 ἐς τῶν ἐξηγητέων Τελμησσέων cannot be right, 
because with such a genitive we can only supply a word 
like house or temple, a building, not a country or tract of 
country. Perhaps τήν has been lost before τῶν. Qy. és 
τὴν τῶν T. τῶν é.? Or és τὴν τῶν T., omitting ἐξηγητέων ἵ 
Scheer proposed ἐς Τελμησσέων, omitting τῶν é., and so too 
Herwerden. 

84.3 Τελμησσέων δικασάντων being ludicrously unsuitable, 
surely we should accept Reiske’s διδαξάντων, or possibly 
8eEdvrwv. The notion needed is that of instruction and 
information. . In 6. 139. 3 again δικάσωσι is wrong and 
has been corrected by Cobet to δικαιῶσι. 

90. 2 Κροῖσε, ἀναρτημένου σεῦ ἀνδρὸς βασιλέος χρηστὰ 
ἔργα καὶ ἔπεα ποιέειν, αἴτεο δόσιν ἥντινα βούλεαί τοι γενέσθαι 
παραυτίκα. 

There are here at least three difficulties: (1) the genitive 
absolute referring to the subject of aireo (this however is 
trifling) : (2) the pointless description of Croesus as ἀνὴρ 
βασιλεύς, which has no bearing on the case and has indeed 
also ceased to be true: (3) ἀναρτημένου ποιέειν when 

Ρ 



210 HERODOTUS I 

ποιήσαντος would be more suitable. Dobree partially 
restored the passage when he read σε for σεῦ, thus making 
ἀνδρὸς β. refer to Cyrus, which is obviously the meaning, 
Cyrus is ready (ἀναρτημένος) to reward Croesus. But, 
apart from the zeugma ἔπεα ποιέειν (more awkward than 
3. 135. 1 ἅμα ἔπος τε καὶ ἔργον ἐποίεε, because there ἐποίεξ 
follows immediately on ἔργα), where is the suitability of 
xpyora ἔπεα here at all? It is a practical reward that 
Cyrus wishes to bestow, a δόσις. He does not ask, Whe 
would you like me to say of you? I take it then the 
χρηστὰ ἔργα καὶ ἔπεα must somehow be those of Croesus 
the good counsel and services for which the king wishes ἐς 
make a return. Did H. write something like ἀναρτημένου 
σε εὖ ἀνδρὸς βασιλέος «διὰ: χρηστὰ ἔργα καὶ ἔπεα ποιέειν ἵ 
It might be a participle that has been lost, There is, I 
think, no objection to the long separation of εὖ and ποιέειν; 

105. 5 ὥστε ἅμα λέγουσί τε οἱ Σκύθαι διὰ τοῦτό cheag 
νοσέειν καὶ ὁρᾶν παρ᾽ ἑωυτοῖσι τοὺς ἀπικνεομένους ἐς τὴ 
Σκυθικὴν χώρην as διακέαται. 

This may be right but it seems odd that the last part 
should be stated as an assertion of the Scythians. One 
would expect something like καὶ ὁρᾶν πάρα (or πάρεστιν or 
παρέχει) αὐτοῖσι τοῖσι ἀπικνεομένοισι κιτιλ. (Madvig has 
suggested πάρεστι τοῖσι without αὐτοῖσι.) 

116. 8 ἐγὼ ταῦτα ποιήσω ὥστε σὲ καὶ τὸν παῖδα τὸν σ᾽ 
μηδὲν ἐπιμέμφεσθαι. 

ταῦτα, one would think, ought to be τοιαῦτα, but th 
same question arises several times in Herodotus’ text. 

132. 4 μάγος ἀνὴρ παρεστεὼς ἐπαείδει θεογονίην οἵην δὴ 
ἐκεῖνοι λέγουσι εἶναι τὴν ἐπαοιδήν. 

If it was always a θεογονίη, why add οἵην δὴ x.7.A.? Nor 
does the thing seem very appropriate in itself. Is θεογονίην 
an adscript? Certainly we should not miss it, if omitted. 
[I see now that Madvig has argued partly to the same 
effect in Advers. 3. 23.] yi 

137. 1 μήτε αὐτὸν τὸν βασιλέα μηδένα φονεύειν μήτε rap 
ἄλλων Περσέων μηδένα τῶν ἑωυτοῦ οἰκετέων ἀνήκεστον πάθος͵ 
ἕρδειν. a; 
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It is impossible to accept Stein’s view that μηδένα does 
double duty, both with Περσέων and with οἰκετέων. Her- 
werden seems on the right track when in his appendix he 
proposes to insert a τινά. But I hardly think τινά could 
stand after μήτε, as he suggests. μήτε τινά... μηδένα... 
πάθος épdew is to my mind doubtful Greek. Rather μήτε 
τ. a. IL. μηδένα τῶν «-τινὰ: ἑαυτοῦ οἰκετέων. Or we might 
insert another μηδένα before τῶν ἑωυτοῦ. 

141. 3 Fable of the piper and the fish. παύεσθέ μοι 
ὀρχεόμενοι, ἐπεὶ οὐδ᾽ ἐμέο αὐλέοντος ἠθέλετε ἐκβαίνειν 
ὀρχεόμενοι. 

Anybody’s ear can tell him that the occurrence of 
ὀρχεόμενοι at the end of two successive clauses is wrong. 
Moreover the fish would not come out of the water 
dancing: they would come out and then dance on the 
shore. Hence Herwerden brackets the word and Cobet 
wished to read ὀρχησόμενο. I would rather suggest 
éxBaivovres (or possibly ἐκβάντες, but the aorist is not 
necessary) ὀρχέεσθαι: see pp. 303 foll. and cf. below on 

152. 4 ἔπεμπον... ἀπερέοντα Κύρῳ Λακεδαιμονίων ῥῆσιν 
. .. μηδεμίαν πόλιν σιναμωρέειν. 

Cobet demurs to ῥῆσιν and would read ῥήμασι in the 
sense, I presume, of ‘ speaking on behalf of’ or ‘ conveying 
their command.’ But that seems an awkward expression. 
Does not ῥῆσιν stand for ἀπόρρησιν according to the Greek 
practice of using the simple word rather than repeat the 
compound (dzepéovra)? ἀπερέοντα A. p. then is to prohibit 
him in a prohibition coming from the Lacedaemonians. 
H. might have said ἀπαγγελέοντα A. ἀπόρρησιν. Or ῥῆσιν 
may be actually a mistake for ἀπόρρησιν, as in 7. 10. 3 
ἠγόρευον probably is for ἀπηγόρευον. 

160. 4 ἐξέδοσαν δὲ of Χῖοι (Πακτύην) ἐπὶ τῷ ̓ Αταρνέϊ μισθῷ. 
τοῦ δὲ ᾿Αταρνέος τούτου ἐστὶ χῶρος τῆς Μυσίης. 

The last words are usually taken as a violent anacoluthon, 
but even so there is nothing to account for the genitive. 
‘What was he going to say? Should we not rather suppose 
something lost, e.g. a verb to the effect that they wanted 

p 2 
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Atarneus? Of course more words than one must 
missing. It is hardly satisfactory just to substitute with 
Kriger 6 δὲ ᾿Αταρνεύς.. ᾿ 

186. 6 Nitocris built a stone bridge in Babylo 
9 , y asc 2. Ὁ 7 N nik Sy , , 
ἐπιτείνεσκε δὲ ἐπ’ αὐτήν, ὅκως μὲν ἡμέρη γένοιτο, ξύλα τετράς 

a ψδν. Ν , > a ε ’ Ν γωνα, ἐπ᾽ ὧν τὴν διάβασιν ἐποιεῦντο οἱ Βαβυλώνιοι: τὰς ὃ 

Cross. 

Inherent probability and the plural ἀπαειρέεσκον make i 
pretty certain that H. wrote ézereiveoxov. It was not by 
Nitocris or by orders from her twice a day that the plank 
were placed and removed. 

TOV πρηγμάτων προκοπτομένων. ἢ 

Comparing 3. 56. 1 ἐς τὸ πρόσω τε οὐδὲν προεκόπτετο, WE 
shall be inclined to read προκοπτόμενον. Cf. Plat. Rep. 
604 B ds... οὐδὲν προβαῖνον τῷ χαλεπῶς φέροντι. ἶ 

195. 1 περιβάλλεται for περιβαλλόμενος If the latter, 
which is in itself awkward, were right, the followi 
participle ought to have a τε or δέ or kai. Madvig’s 
ἐπενδύνεται καί does not remove this objection, and ἐπενδύ- 
νομαι is a dubious form. 

196. 5 καὶ ταύτην ἀνεκήρυσσε, ὅστις θέλοι ἐλάχιστον. 
χρυσίον λαβὼν συνοικέειν αὐτῇ... τὸ δὲ ἂν χρυσίον ἐγίνετο 
ἀπὸ τῶν εὐειδέων παρθένων. 

av is in a strange place and should, I have little doub 
be δή. χρυσίον... τὸ δὲ δὴ χρυσίον is the regular turn 
phrase. Hermann suggested τὸ δὲ αὖ. 

᾿ 

ἡ 

196. 9 The words ἵνα μὴ ἀδικοῖεν (read ἀδικέοιεν) .. ᾿ 
ἄγωνται make no sense and are omitted by Stein, Cobet, 
and Herwerden. They would however do well enough if 
put four or five lines earlier after οὕτω ἀπαγαγέσθαι. The 

᾿ γενέσθαι preceding them is retained by Stein, omitted by 
Cobet and Herwerden. The latter seem right, but 
γενέσθαι may be the remains of ἀπαγαγέσθαι, if my sugges- 
tion is sound, 
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207. 9 Μασσαγέται εἰσὶ ἀγαθῶν τε ἹΤερσικῶν ἄπειροι καὶ 
καλῶν μεγάλων ἀπαθέες. 

Herwerden’s κακῶν for καλῶν should certainly be adopted. 
(1) The antithesis of ἀγαθά and κακά is much better than 
the rather unmeaning combination of ἀγαθά and καλά: 
(2) ἀπαθὴς κακῶν Occurs several times in H., whereas ἀ. 
καλῶν is a questionable phrase altogether : (3) ‘the mistake 
is a very common one. 

207. 12 Perhaps λείψεται for λείπεται, agreeing in tense 
with τρέψονται. It is not strictly necessary, but the 
mistake is extremely common. 

_ 210. 2 In the reverse way read μὴ εἴη... , ὅστις τοι 
ἐπιβουλεύει instead of ἐπιβουλεύσει, as the question is of 
there being someone plotting at that moment. Stein’s 
note in his critical edition is ‘ ἐπιβουλεύει ΒῚ R, ἐπιβου- 
λεύοι d 2.’ 

Boox II. 

2.4 παιδία δύο... διδοῖ ποιμένι τρέφειν ἐς τὰ ποίμνια. 

ἐς τὰ π. is wanting in construction. Perhaps ἄγοντι has 
been lost. 

Just above in Ψαμμήτιχος δέ the δέ should perhaps 
be γάρ. 

3.4 τὰ μὲν viv θεῖα τῶν ἀπηγημάτων οἷα ἤκουον οὐκ εἰμὶ 
πρόθυμος ἐξηγέεσθαι . . . ὅσα δὲ ἀνθρωπήια πρήγματα, κ.τ.λ. 

οἷα should probably be ὅσα. Observe the ὅσα following. 
A common mistake. 

5. 1 δῆλα γὰρ δὴ . ., ὅτι ΕΒ ἐς τὴν Ἕλληνες ναυτίλ- 
'λονταί ἐστι Αἰγυπτίοισι ἐπίκτητός τε γῆ καὶ δῶρον ποταμοῦ, καὶ 
τὰ κατύπερθε ἔτι τῆς λίμνης ταύτης... , τῆς πέρι ἐκεῖνοι οὐδὲν 
ἔτι τοιόνδε ἔλεγον. 

(1) The Egypt to which the Greeks sailed did not include 
τὰ κατύπερθε. I conclude therefore that these words are 
not an accusative, as Stein makes them, but a further 

subject of ἐστί If this is so, we seem to want <xai> 
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Αἴγυπτος or Αἴγυπτός te. It would at any rate smooth the 
construction. (2) It is difficult to believe that τῆς can be | 
used with reference to τὰ x., as though he had written ἡ x. 
χώρη. Has an original τῶν been corrupted to τῆς through | 
the influence of λίμνης ἢ ᾿ 

8. 1 τῇ μὲν γὰρ τῆς ᾿Αραβίης οὖρος παρατέταται... 8 τὸ δὲ 
πρὸς Λιβύης τῆς Αἰγύπτου οὖρος ἄλλο κ.τ.λ. 

Stein joins τῆς ᾿Αραβίης and - τῆς Αἰγύπτου with οὖρος 
But the expression is very unlikely, and in 3 it is clear. 
that the genitive depends on τὸ πρὸς A., as Kriiger says. ᾿ 
Perhaps πρός has dropped out before τῆς ᾿Δραβίης. This ἰδ. 
more likely than that we should read πρός for τῇ, as we | 
also might. 

32. 6 ἐπεί has been corrected in various ways. Ido ποῦ 
find any suggestion that it is itself right, but that an 
infinitive dependent on it (after they started) has been lost. 
This is a possibility not to be ignored. 

39.4 For μέλλοι read μέλλει with R. The optative is 
not really suitable. 

43. 3 I should concur with Herwerden in omitting otro, 
if I saw why anyone should have interpolated it. Perhaps — 

> ΄, 
QuTol. 

44. 1 ἡ δὲ (στήλη) σμαράγδου λίθου λάμποντος τὰς νύκτας 
μέγαθος. 

Dubitabundus contect εὐμεγάθεος vel μεγάθεϊ μεγάλου. ᾿ 
Cf. 1. 5]. An μεγάλως ἔ says Herwerden, and Kruger in ~ 
his very useful edition of 1866 ‘ μέγαθος kann fiir μεγάλως 
nicht stehen. Die Stelle ist βάλς δὰ μέγα φῶς Ποῖος 

. Vielleicht war die Grdsse angegeben.’ κατὰ μέγαθος 
would give the right sense, nor would it be difficult for 
κατά to fall out after νύκτας. Cf. above on 8, 1. [ Dr. 
Postgate suggests, like Kriger, that’ a word is lost which 
gave the actual size. | 

51. 1 τοῦ δὲ “Eppéw τὰ ἀγάλματα ὀρθὰ ἔχοντα (so Herwerden — 
for ἔχειν τά: perhaps ἔχοντα τά) αἰδοῖα ποιεῦντες οὐκ ἀπ᾿ 
Αἰγυπτίων μεμαθήκασι, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ Πελασγῶν. 
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ποιεῦντες — μεμαθήκασι is an odd inversion of the natural 
way of putting it. On the principle of p. 303 foll. I propose 

Bto read here ποιεῦσι. .. μεμαθηκότες. Cf. the double 
version of 2. 64. 6 there cited. 

86. 4 οἱ μὲν δὴ ἐκποδὼν μισθῷ ὁμολογήσαντες ἀπαλλάσ- 
σονται. 

Kriiger μισθοῦ or ἐπὶ pucOd. Probably rather μισθόν. 
Cf. on 3. 52. 7. 

93. 7 καὶ ἀναπλώοντες ὀπίσω, THs αὐτῆς ἀντέχονται (ot 
ἰχθύες) ἐγχριμπτόμενοι .. ἵνα δὴ μὴ ἁμάρτοιεν τῆς ὁδοῦ διὰ τὸν 
ροον. 

Stein, whose scholarship cannot always be _ trusted, 
detects a subtle justification for the unusual use of the 
optative. His meaning is not to me altogether clear, but 
he seems to say that ἁμάρτοιεν ascribes the purpose wholly 
to the fish, while dudprwot might imply that it approved 
itself also to the writer. In such fantastic grammar few 
scholars nowadays will believe. The optative is however 
a real difficulty. As far as I can see at present, the only 

_ explanation possible is that which applies to several well 
known similar anomalies. The author is thinking, not of 

_the present tense actually preceding, but of a past tense 
which in his mind it involves. He is thinking of δαιμονίη 
τις ὁρμή, Which instigates the fish to act thus. Nature or 
heaven made the fish in the beginning with this impulse. 
Cf. in 3. 108. 2 ἡ τοῦ θείου προνοίη as to hares. The 
parallels referred to are such as Ar. Wasps 110, Frogs 25 : 
Dem. 22. 11. In 1. 110. 4 Kedrever.., ὅκως ἂν τάχιστα 

—Siadbapein the present κελεύει ay refers to rds time. 
ἐκέλευσε follows. 

102. 4 δεινῶς γλιχομένοισι περὶ τῆς ἐλευθερίης. 

To get over the difficulty of περί, may we not deem it 
_ probable that an infinitive (¢.g. ἀμύνεσθαι) has been lost ? 
_ Cf. on 32.6above. In 134. 4 again the easiest explanation 
would be that a verb governed by ἐπείτε is missing. 

111. 2 τοῦ ποταμοῦ κατελθόντος μέγιστα δὴ τότε. 

Surely μεγίστουυ The terminations are easily exchanged. 



ry 

116. 1 Ἑλένης μὲν =oGeae ἄπιξιν K.T.X. 

Perhaps τοιαύτην. Cf. above on 1. 116. 3. This does” 
not seem one of the cases in which the substantive can be 
taken as appositional and explanatory. In 135. 4 and the 
parallel 4. 166. 2 should the same change be made? See 
Stein on the former of the two. 

125. 2.. In the building of the great pyramid when a 
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stone had been raised on to the first step, és ἑτέρην μηχανὴν 
ἐτίθετο ἑστεῶσαν ἐπὶ τοῦ πρώτου στοίχου, | ἀπὸ τούτου δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν 
δεύτερον εἵλκετο στοῖχον ἐπ᾽ ἄλλης μηχανῆς. 

Anyone might think the ἄλλη μηχανή had not been ) 
mentioned before, but it is evidently identical with the 

μηχανῆς an insertion ἵ 
ἑτέρη μηχανή of the preceding clause. Is not ἐπ᾽ ἄλλης 

133. 3 συνταχύνειν αὐτῷ τὸν βίον. 

συνταχυνέειν' But the present and aorist are sometimes 
used of the future in oracular declarations, as though © 
expressing fate rather than foresight. 

135, 2 μεγάλα ἐκτήσατο χρήματα, ὡς ἂν εἶναι Ῥοδῶπιν. 

See below (p. 290) for the suggestion of ὡς δὴ εἶναι, ὡς — 
δή being a common enough combination. I do not think — 
the accusative can stand, though Cobet was satisfied with — 
it. If she is the subject of εἶναι, we should need the 
nominative. Read Ῥοδώπιος with Valckenaer and make 
the money the subject. 8. 4 of this book, οὐκέτι πολλὸν 
χωρίον, ws εἶναι Αἰγύπτου, will be just parallel. 

146. 2 ἔφη ἄν τις καὶ τούτους ἄλλους γενομένους ἄνδρας ἔχειν 
τὰ ἐκείνων ὀνόματα τῶν προγεγονότων θεῶν. 

ἄλλους has been found a difficulty. ΤΟ conjecture αὐτούς, a 
word elsewhere confused with ἄλλος. ‘These themselves 

too,’ like Heracles. 

156. 1 οὗτος μέν νυν ὃ νηὸς τῶν φανερῶν μοι τῶν περὶ τοῦτο 
τὸ ἱρόν ἐστι θωμαστότατον' τῶν δὲ δευτέρων νῆσος K.T.A. 

Read τοῦ δὲ δεύτερον, second to it. There would not be 
a number of things that came second. Gomperz has sug- 
gested τῶν δὲ δεύτερον, which I do not quite understand. 
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172. 2 μετὰ δὲ σοφίῃ αὐτοὺς ὃ "Αμασις οὐκ ἀγνωμοσύνῃ 
προσηγάγετο. 

οὐκ ἀγν. is little better than nonsense, and οὐκ εὐγνω- 
οσύνῃ, for which there is the authority of the Aldine, is 

[αν unsatisfactory. Why should H. carefully distinguish 
here σοφία and εὐγνωμοσύνηξ Keeping εὐγνωμοσύνῃ, I 
cannot but think οὐκ a mistake for καί Perhaps the ev 
had something to do with it. 

178. 1 τοῖσι δὲ μὴ βουλομένοισι αὐτῶν οἰκέειν (ἐνοικέειν RB), 
αὐτοῦ δὲ ναυτιλλομένοισι ἔδωκε χώρους κ.τ.λ. 

Certainly αὐτοῦ cannot go with a verb of motion. Hence 
Herwerden conjectures and prints αὐτόσε, but that word is 
unemphatic and by no means strong enough for the 
position. αὐτοῦ must go with οἰκέειν and is quite naturally 
contrasted with the verb of motion: before δέ some other 
word, 6.6. αἰεί or πολλάκις has been lost (οἰκέειν αὐτοῦ, 
πολλάκις δέ). 

Βοοκ ITI. 

10. 4 After saying that Thebes had never known rain 
before or since, he adds ἀλλὰ καὶ τότε ὕσθησαν ai Θῆβαι 
ψακάδι. The editors do not tell us the meaning of καὶ τότε, 
words which can hardly be divided. Perhaps τότε is out of 
its place. We might for instance read τότε καὶ ὕσθησαν. 
At the end of 23 the καί before τὸ δεσμωτήριον should 
probably be omitted altogether. 

23. 1 In ἔτεα piv... ἀπικνέεσθαι Kriiger held that 
something like ἔφη should be inserted. Rather perhaps 
φάναι, corresponding to the infinitives which follow. 

25. 2 ὡς ἤκουε τῶν ᾿Ιχθυοφάγων. 

Is this Homeric use of ἀκούω, hear of, with a genitive 
found elsewhere in H.? Perhaps περί is lost. 

80. 6 688... ἀπέκτεινε Σμέρδιν, of μὲν λέγουσι ἐπ᾽ ἄγρην 
ἐξαγαγόντα, οἱ δὲ ἐς τὴν Ἐρυθρὴν θάλασσαν προαγαγόντα 
καταποντῶσαι. 
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1 suspect H. wrote ἐξαγαγών, οἱ μὲν λέγουσι being 
parenthetic as in 2. 181. 2. In the second clause λέγουσι, 
steps into the government, but in the first this would be 
extremely awkward. ἐξαγαγών was then accommodated to 
προαγαγόντα. 

94. 4 Are not the words νῦν... νοήμονα a question ? 

52.4 ἐν αὐτοῖσι. There is nothing for αὐτοῖσι to refer to. 
Read τούτοισι, the mistake being not very uncommon. So 
in 82. 9 αὐτῶν should probably be τούτων. 

52. 7 Surely Stein and Herwerden are wrong in pre- 
ferring στείλας πλοῖον to στείλας πλοίῴβ. Cf. for instance 
8. 75. 2 πέμπει... ἄνδρα πλοίῳ and πλοίῳ ἀπικόμενος: 
6. 76. 3 πλοίοισί σφεας ἤγαγε: 4. 42. 4 and 44. 1: this book 
44.4: etc. See on 2. 86. 4. 

60. 1 μᾶλλόν «τι!» ὅτι, as at the end of the chapter. 

71. 7 ἢ tore ὑμῖν ὅτι, ἣν ὑπερπέσῃ ἡ νῦν ἡμέρη, ὡς οὐκ ἄλλος. 
φθὰς ἐμεῦ (Cobet ἐμὲ) κατήγορος ἔσται, ἀλλά σφεα αὐτὸς ἐγὼ. 
κατερῶ πρὸς τὸν Μάγον. 

Is not ὑμῖν out of its place? It could only stand where | 
it does, if very emphatic ; and that is not the case. It 
might perhaps follow either ὅτι or ἤν, unless indeed it is a 
mere dittograph of the ὑμῖν in the line preceding: σφέα, 
hardly harmonises with it. . 

110. 2 θηρία πτερωτά... és ἀλκὴν ἄλκιμα. ᾿ 

Stein seems strangely content with the tautology of | 
ἀλκήν and dAxiwa. Herwerden remarks guid lateat non 
exputo. May it not be δόκιμα 1 ἀ, δ, and A are constantly 
confused. In 7. 129. 3 we hear of rivers, πέντε τῶν δοκίμων 
μάλιστα, and 7b. 162. 3 (the question of the authenticity 
of these words is not material) ἐν τῷ ἐνιαυτῷ ἐστι τὸ ἔαρ 
δοκιμώτατον. 

116. 3 αἱ δὴ ὧν ἐσχατιαὶ οἴκασι .., τὰ κάλλιστα δοκέοντα 
a ba ἡμῖν εἶναι καὶ σπανιώτατα ἔχειν αὗται. 

αὗται at the very end of the sentence presents no analogy 
to the use of οὗτος in the middle of a sentence, resuming 
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after a description or semi-digression, to which Stein vainly 
compares it. Codex R has αὐτά, from which Herwerden 
after Dietsch read τὰ αὐτά, with the strange result that 
winged snakes would have to be included among the 
κάλλιστα, as they certainly are among the σπαιιώτατα. 
Perhaps ai αὐταί might do, that really equalling καὶ ra 
κάλλιστα καὶ TA σπανιώτατα. 

119. 8 ἔλαβε αὐτόν τε κ-τ.λ. 

συνέλαβε is the usual word, and συλλαβών is used three 
lines later. 

128. 4 Bagaeus took some βιβλία with him καὶ ’Opoirew 
és ὄψιν ἐλθὼν τῶν βιβλίων ἕν ἕκαστον περιαιρεόμενος ἐδίδου TO 
γραμματιστῇ. 

It is explained that περιαιρ., which ought to refer to the 
‘cover, is here applied to the thing covered, taking off for 
uncovering. Perhaps H. wrote zpoapedpevos taking out, 
just as in 78. 2 we have τὰ τόξα κατελόμενος, taking down. 
Cf. Ar. Thesm. 419 προαιρούσαις, the active participle, in 
this sense. 

134, 7 λέγει Γλτοσσα τάδε: dpa νυν, ἐπὶ Σκύθας μὲν τὴν 
πρώτην ἰέναι ἔασον... σὺ δέ κιτ.λ. 

This use of ὅρα, merely introducing another imperative, 
without there being anything for anyone to ‘see,’ is 
probably unique, and Stein regards it as doubtful. What 
if we turned it by a slight change into δρᾶ and joined rade 
with it, reading δρᾶ νυν τάδε or τάδε νυν δρᾶ, if it is thought 
that τάδε δρᾶ νυν could hardly be right? For the simple 
*Atoooa λέγει cf. Chh. 71-73 of this book in several places 
(λέγει πρὸς ταῦτα Δαρεῖος, and so on). 

136. 3 ἐνθαῦτα δὲ ἐκ ῥηστώνης τῆς Δημοκήδεος ᾿Αριστο- 
φιλίδης ... τὰ πηδάλια παρέλυσε τῶν Μηδικέων νεῶν. 

_ The uncertainty of the text is well known. “ῥηστώνης 
Wesseling e cod. Cantabr.: κρότωνος R, κρηστώνης ceteri’ 
says Stein in his critical edition, and ῥηστώνος is explained 
to mean good will, kindness to Democedes. Unfortunately 
there is no evidence that ῥ. ever has any such meaning. 
The three other passages quoted for it by Liddell and Scott. 
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exhibit in reality nothing but the ordinary sense. ypyopo- 
σύνης has been conjectured and read, but is of course ποῦ 
very likely. I am disposed to suggest és ῥηστώνην τὴν 
Δημοκήδεος, to relieve 1). ἐκ and és or εἰς are very easily 
mistaken for one another. 

137. 6 ἵνα φανῇ πρὸς Δαρείου ἐὼν καὶ ἐν τῇ ἑαυτοῦ δόκιμος. 

I do not know how the editors can have persuaded 
themselves that this means appear to Darius, be seen by 
Darius. That would require either Δαρείῳ with φανῇ or 
with πρὸς Δαρείου some other verb. The only sense the 
text can well bear is appear, be made out, on D.’s part, 
that is, by D., and this is of course quite unsuitable. <A sug- 
gestion which seems obvious, but which does not appear to 
have been made, is πρὸς Δαρεῖον with which φανῇ might mean 
be made out, represented to D., much as Clytemnestra says 
Agam. 593 λόγοις τοιούτοις πλαγκτὸς οὖσ᾽ ἐφαινόμην, Only with 
no suggestion of falsity. φανῇ would roughly = ἀπαγγελθῇ. 

139. 5 ταύτην πωλέω μὲν οὐδενὸς χρήματος, δίδωμι δὲ 
ἄλλως. 

ἄλλως not gratis, a sense for which there is no evidence, 
but only, just, a slight extension of its common idiomatic — 
meaning, only i.e. no more than. In English just has the 
same capability of meaning. 

Book IV. 

1. 4 The words Κιμμερίους. . . ᾿Ασίην seriously interrupt — 
the sequence where they occur, as καταπαύσαντες cannot be 
joined to them. It must go with ἦρξαν. They cannot 
very well be made parenthetic, nor can they be put any- 
where else, and finally they hardly do more than repeat 
ὅτι ἐκεῖνοι... Μηδικήν. Ought they not then to be omitted? 

11. 3 In this troublesome passage it seems to me pretty 
certain that something like Herwerden’s μηδὲν πρὸς πολ- 
λοὺς δεομένων should be accepted. See his text, and his 
argument in Mnemos. N.S. 12. 419. δεομένου or even 
perhaps δεομένην would also be possible. I desire only 
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to add that he makes out a less good case than he might 
for his own view, because he fails to point out that δέομαι 
comes often to -- βούλομαι. Just as in English we say 
I want or I don’t want instead of I wish (to do so and so), 
so with δέομαι in Greek. ‘The use is not recognised in 
Liddell and Scott, but it is quite common. [1 find it now 
illustrated in Wyse’s Jsaeus, p. 261.| 

18. 1 ἀτὰρ διαβάντι τὸν Βορυσθένεα ἀπὸ θαλάσσης πρῶτον 

ἐν ἡ Ὑλαίη, ἀπὸ δὲ ταύτης ἔνι 9 : ἄνθρωποι 

These are the two readings of the MSS. Valckenaer’s 
ἄνω or Herold’s ἄνω ἰόντι is usually accepted. No doubt 
dvo. accounts for ἄνθρωποι, of which it often stood (ἄνοι) 
as an abbreviation : but of ἄνοι itself I would suggest that 
ἄλλοι is perhaps as likely to be the original as ἄνω. 

Hof , ΄ 
οἰκεουσι Σκύθαι γεώωργοι. 

18, 2 νέμονται τὸ μὲν πρὸς τὴν ἠῶ ἐπὶ τρεῖς ἡμέρας “ὁδοῦ. 

Stein’s parallels for the genitive 6603 ought not to mislead 
us. They all occur in sentences where a genitive is called 
for by some external reason, and it will be found on 
examination reasonable to think that in all of them the 
ὁδοῦ or zAdov does not depend on the ἡμερέων or whatever 
it may be, but vice versa. Even in 2. 11. 2 ἥμισυ ἡμέρης 
πλόου this is the case. There is no passage, I think, 
where there is any occasion to depart from this common 
and well recognised construction, which follows immediately 
here in πλόον ἡμερέων ἕνδεκα. The ὁδοῦ in the present 
passage has no parallel. It may be the case that ὁδοῦ 
is journeying rather than journey, or again that τρεῖς ἡμέρας 
is used loosely with a genitive as expressing an amount 
of time =an amount of distance. Kriiger reads ὁδόν, but 
does not say in what exact construction. The only 

_ alternative that suggests itself is ἐπὶ τριῶν ἡμερέων ὃδόν, in 
which I think ἐπί would have been dispensed with, nor 

is the inversion (see on 1. 141. 3) as likely in this case as 
in some others. 

36. 1 τὸν περὶ ᾿Αβάριος λόγον... ov λέγω, λέγων ὡς τὸν 
ὀϊστὸς περιέφερε. 

Editors read λέγοντα for λέγων after Schweighduser. Is 
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λέγων for λέγειν (a not infrequent exchange) and λέγω for 
θέλω (οὐ θέλω λέγειν) 1 | 

53. 6 οὐκ ἔχω φράσαι Tas πηγάς, δοκέω δέ, οὐδ᾽ « ἄλλος: 
οὐδεὶς Ἑλλήνων 2 

Perhaps ἄλλος might even take the place οὗ Ἑλλήνων, 
as ἄλλων and ᾿ΕἙλλήνων, etc. sometimes get confused, 

76. 2 ἣν σόος καὶ ὑγιὴς ἀπονοστήσῃ és ἑωυτοῦ. ᾿ 

Not his own house but his own land is meant (ὡς δὲ 
ἀπίκετο és τὴν Σκυθικήν immediately follows): read therefore 
és «τὴν ἑωυτοῦ. Soin 95.1. In 125. 2 we find ὑπέφευ- 
γον és τῶν ἀπειπαμένων τὴν σφετέρην συμμαχίην, πρώτην δὲ ἐς 
τῶν Μελαγχλαίνων τὴν γῆν, but τὴν γῆν goes with both 
genitives. 

79. 3 οὔ φασι οἰκὸς εἶναι θεὸν ἐξευρίσκειν τοῦτον ὅστις 
μαίνεσθαι ἐνάγει ἀνθρώπους. 

τοιοῦτονΐ Cf. above on 2. 116. 1. 

85. 4 ἐκδιδοῖ és τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον ἐόντα στεινότητα μὲν ἑπτὰ 
σταδίους, μῆκος δὲ τετρακοσίους. 

All MSS. except R have στεινότητι, the change of which 
to an accusative seems to have been accepted by editors 
since Schweighéuser. R however has crewodrara. Such 
an affected expression as seven stades narrow or in narrow- 
ness for 7n width would be almost intolerable in anyone 
and is quite incredible in Herodotus. To στεινότατα we 
need only prefix ra, easily lost after ἐόντα, and the real 
sense and construction are at once apparent. 

99. 7 δύο δὲ λέγων ταῦτα πολλὰ λέγω παρόμοια, τοῖσι 
ἄλλοισι οἶκε ἡ Ταυρική. 

λέγω, if right, must mean I mention by implication: 1.6. 
men aoning two is equivalent to mentioning many. But is 
it? ᾿σιγάω vel ἐῶ malim’ observes Herwerden. I should 
suggest ἔχω, which is known to be sometimes confused with 
λέγω. It will mean partly 1 have in reserve or in store, 
partly ἔχω λέγειν. With τοῖσι ἄλλοισι = ἄλλα τοῖσι cf. Dem. 
18, 204 ἑτέρῳ δ᾽ ὅτῳ κακόν τι δώσομεν ζητεῖν, though not 
precisely parallel. 
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119. 5 ἣν μέντοι ἐπίῃ καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν ἡμετέρην ἄρξῃ τε ἀδικέων, 
καὶ ἡμεῖς οὐ πεισόμεθα. 

It is quite certain that the future of πάσχω cannot be 
thus used, like patvemur or English suffer vt. Neither can 
T think (with Gomperz and Herwerden) that we may take 
πεισόμεθα as future οὗ πείθομαι and translate non parebimus. 
‘Obey’ is not a suitable word here, for no command is 
referred to ; and should we not instead of καὶ ἡμεῖς od have 
οὐδ᾽ ἡμεῖς! The last objection tells also against some of 
the conjectures, 6.6. Cobet’s περιοψόμεθα. Biahr’s note gives 
a long list of suggested emendations. Before seeing there 
that Valckenaer had thought of it long ago, I had myself 
hit upon τεισόμεθα. But for οὐ I would read, not ode, as 
he wished, which has no palaeographical probability, but 
αὐτόν, which word in an abbreviated form has elsewhere 

. 
> 

‘been known to exchange with οὐ The whole change of 
‘ot x. to αὐτὸν τ. is so small, the sense so appropriate, 
and τίνομαι so common a word in Herodotus (e.g. the open- 
ing of this book), that it seems extremely probable. 

138. 1 ἐόντες <Ted> λόγου πρὸς βασιλέος ? 

The genitive λόγου can hardly stand alone. Stein λόγου 
Ee yoK Aoi > or ἐν λόγῳ. 

157. 3 αἱ τὺ ἐμεῦ Διβύαν μαλοτρόφον οἶδας a ἄμεινον, 
μὴ ἐλθὼν ἐλθόντος, ἄγαν ἄγαμαι σοφίαν σεῦ. 

The hiatus in μὴ ἐλθών is very improbable. Should we 
write οὐκὶ As far as grammar goes, it would be quite 
admissible, and more easily so than οὐ βουλόμενοι in 7. 
(172. 6, where we must say that οὐ βούλομαι forms one 
expression. 

159. 3 ὃς δέ κεν és Λιβύαν πολυήρατον ὕστερον ἔλθῃ 
γᾶς ἀναδαιομένας, μετά οἵ ποκά φαμι μελήσειν. 

I suspect ὕ ὕστερον should be the neater and more usual 
adjective ὕστερος. 

198. 3 ἔπυδρος πίδαξι. 

Herwerden ὕπυδρος. Is not εὔυδρος, which occurs two 
or three times in H., more likely ? 
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Boox V. 

3.2 ἀλλὰ yap τοῦτο ἄπορόν σφι καὶ ἀμήχανον μή κοτε 
ἐγγένηται. 

As both Stein and Herwerden allow this to stand in 
their text, it may be worth while to urge the impossibility 
of its being right. Stein takes ἄπορον καὶ ἀμήχανον μή͵ 
together, a ‘quite unknown construction which he supposes 
to be similar to δεινὸν μή. There is however no analogy, 
since μή and subjunctive go naturally with words of fear, 
etc., but have no sort of connection with these expressive | 
of difficulty and impossibility. There is fear lest a thing 
happen : no one could speak of there being an impossibility 
or great difficulty lest it happen, especially if he meant 
a difficulty of its happening, and not one that, if it were to 
happen, would arise in consequence. If again μὴ ἐγγένηται 
is quite independent of the adjectives, their construction 
without an ἐόν is dubious and μή for οὐ μή is not legitimate, 
I infer that the words cannot be right as they stand. We 
might add ἐόν and οὐ (ἀμήχανον ἐὸν οὐ μὴ), but perhaps it is 
simpler to insert οὐδέ only (οὐδὲ μὴ). τοῦτο <td> ἄπορον 

. ov μή is less likely. 

9.3 ἁρματηλατέειν δὲ πρὸς ταῦτα τοὺς ἐπιχωρίους is not the 
only passage in H. that would run a little more naturally 
if δέ were turned into δή. In 28. 2 for instance κατύπερθε, 
δή would seem better. 

13.5 The last words, αὐτοῦ yap ὧν τούτου εἵνεκεν kal | 
ἐποιέετο, Seem to suffer from the want of a definite subject for 
the verb. Is not some word like τάδε or πάντα missing ἢ 
Should πάντα be written for αὐτοῦ See on 8. 99 below. 

18. 3 ἡμῖν νόμος ἐστὶ τοῖσι Πέρσῃσι, ἐπεὰν δεῖπνον προτι- 
θώμεθα μέγα, τότε καὶ τὰς παλλακὰς καὶ τὰς κουριδίας γυναῖκας 
ἐσάγεσθαι παρέδρους. 

Perhaps προθώμεθααι The women would not appear till 
the δεῖπνον proper was over. 

24. 1 ἔπειθε should probably be ἔπεισε, The mistake is 
very common, 
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28. 1 μετὰ δὲ οὐ πολλὸν χρόνον ἄνεσις (so edd. after de la 
Barre: dvews MSS.) κακῶν ἦν, κιτ.λ. 

_ A good many years ago I proposed ἀνανέωσις as an alter- 
native emendation, not knowing then that it had been 
already suggested. It seems to me now that the two 
tonjectures are just equally probable. They give virtually 
the same sense, the meaning and construction of οὐ z.y. 
varying in the two cases, and either corruption is an easy 
one. I have sometimes thought κακά at the end of the 
sentence might be omitted with advantage. 

4 42.1 6 μὲν δὴ Κλεομένης, ὡς λέγεται, ἦν τε οὐ φρενήρης 
ρομανής τε. 

Τὸ is not only that the first τε is oddly placed (in Stein’s 
parallel, 11.3 οἷά τε od τύραννος δημότης τε ἐών, I take it that 

t te go together as elsewhere), but the second ought, one 
would think, to be δέ. Did H. write ἦν τι οὐ φ., ἀ. δέ 
A few lines below the MSS. vary between τε and τι. 
δ erhaps in 11. 3 δημότης δέ should be read, but the need 
there may be less. 

50. 3 οὐδένα λόγον everéa λέγεις Λακεδαιμονίοισιν ἐθέλων 
σφέας ἀπὸ θαλάσσης τριῶν μηνῶν ὁδὸν ἀγαγεῖν. 
᾿ ἀπάγειν Naber. Is not ἀνάγειν probable, as ἀνά so often 
--ἀπὸ θαλάσσης ἵ 
) everéa does not seem an appropriate word. I suggest 
ι ὑπρεπέα. 

ΤῸ H. says the Dorians invaded or entered Attica four 
‘Viimes, twice. ἐπὶ πολέμῳ and twice ἐπ᾽ ἀγαθῷ τοῦ πλήθεος τοῦ 
᾿Αθηναίων. He goes on to give the four occasions, the 
‘second and third being to expel the Pisistratidae, 1.6. ἐπ᾽ 
Viyobc. Of the first he says πρῶτον μὲν ὅτε καὶ Μέγαρα 
«τοίκισαν" οὗτος ὃ στόλος ἐπὶ Kddpov βασιλεύοντος ᾿Αθηναίων 
ἰρθῶς ἂν καλέοιτο. Kriiger takes καλέοιτο to mean be placed, 
᾿ lated, which seems hardly possible; Stein as giving a name 
[Ὁ the war, which is right enough in point of Greek, but 
|)therwise unlikely, as it did not especially need a name 
‘nd nothing is said about names for the other expeditions. 
. the real point being the hostile character of the movement, 
Ὁ seems probable that «“πολέμιος;» καλέοιτο is what H, 
7rote. 3 

Q 
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19. ὃ τί «.δὴ;» δεῖ 

80. 4 συμπέμψειν for συμπέμπειν ἵ 

92.5 ἐξεδίδοσαν for ἐδίδοσαν ? 

99. 1 ot οὐ τὴν ᾿Αθηναίων χάριν ἐστρατεύοντο, ἀλλὰ τὴν. 
αὐτῶν Μιλησίων. r 

τήν (suspectum Herwerden) being unknown with 
except when possessive pronouns are used (τὴν ἐμὴν iene 
we may perhaps conjecture that the first here stan εἢ 
τῶν and that the second should be omitted or should stand 
after αὐτῶν in the shape again of τῶν. If the first corrup- 
tion occurred, the second might easily follow. — 

Boox VI. ail 

47.1 τὴν νῆσον ταύτην ἥτις viv ἐπὶ τοῦ Θάσου τούτου. a 
τὸ οὔνομα ἔσχε. 2 | 

ἔχει or ἔσχηκε Herwerden. Why not ἴσχει ἵ 

52.5 ἀμφότερα τὰ παιδία ἡγήσασθαι βασιλέας. 

Cobet στήσασθαι, as ἡγήσασθαι is plainly wrong. Bett 7 | 
perhaps ποιήσασθαι, as in ὃ 3 of this very chapter βασιλέα 
«+ « τὸν πρεσβύτερον ποιήσασθαι. Μ 

52. 1 When the widow οὗ Aristodemus proven a a 
know which of her two infants was the elder, a Mes nh, 
advised the authorities to watch and see which she wash } 
and fed first. Thereupon Herodotus tells us that the 
φυλάξαντας τὴν μητέρα. ς - λαβεῖν κατὰ ταὐτὰ «αἰεὶ Her}, 
werden > τιμέουσαν τὸν πρότερον καὶ σίτοισι καὶ λουτρι ' 
What does πρότερον mean? The elder? That would τς 
absurd, for they did not know which the elder was ἃ πὸ 
were watching to discover. Read τὸν ἕτερον one. Wha 
they found (λαβεῖν) was that there was one child whom ah 
always took first. The words are exchanged elsey 
(6.9. Plat. Theaet. 163a and 200c, and in Ar, Nub. 562 
is said to have zporépas for érépas). I should like to mal 
a similar change in an extract from Chamaeleon pre 
by Athenaeus 4618, Chamaeleon is made to say that i ih, 
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Greece οὔτ᾽ ἐν γραφαῖς οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν πρότερον εὑρήσομεν ποτή- 
ριον εὐμέγεθες εἰργασμένον πλὴν τῶν ἐπὶ τοῖς ἡρωικοῖς, and 
Kaibel τοι δ πρότερον corruptum, requiritur artis operum 
commemoratio, velut στηλῶν, μνημάτων sim., ἠρίων Wilam- 
(owitz): but ovr’ ἐπὶ τῶν ἑτέρων will give us what we want. 
Again in Diodorus 8. ὅ9. 3 τὸν μὲν ᾿Απόλλωνά φασι .. ., 
τὸν δὲ mpdrepov..., there seems no meaning in Marsyas 
being called τὸν πρότερον and we might well read τὸν ἕτερον. 

57.5 jv δὲ μὴ ἔλθωσι (the kings to the senate), τοὺς 
μάλιστά σφι τῶν γερόντων προσήκοντας ἔχειν τὰ τῶν βασιλέων 
γέρεα, δύο ψήφους τιθεμένους, τρίτην δὲ τὴν ἑωυτῶν. 

_ In this there are three difficulties. First comes the 
irreconcileable contradiction between H. and Thucydides, 
since the latter explicitly brands as an error the idea that 
a Spartan king had two votes. Second is the want of 
clearness in the statement, as pointed out for instance in 
Stein’s note. The third has not, I think, been sufficiently 
recognised. It is that H. does not tell us directly that 
among other yépea a king had the right of giving two votes, 
but only implies this incidentally in saying what happened 

M@when the king was absent. To my mind this is very 
important. It seems most unlikely that he would have 
brought in the point in so irregular a way. 
_ Ido not know whether the suggestion will be thought 

at all plausible that τρίτην δὲ τὴν ἑωυτῶν is the insertion of 
a later hand. To get rid of those words is to get rid of 
all three difficulties at a stroke. If they are removed, H. 
does not make this casual reference to a remarkable privi- 
ege which he ought to state directly and positively: he 

“oes not affirm at all that a king had more than one vote; 
ind the statement is quite reasonably clear. The nearest 
elatives of the king had their privileges and gave two 
rotes, that is, each kinsman gave his own vote and that of 
me king. Does H. mean the absolutely nearest relative 
i the nearest of the yépovres? Probably the latter, for in 
he former case not only would a non-member have been 
dmitted to the Senate, but he would have had really two 
‘otes, his own and the king’s, while the king himself 
ould have had only one. If the king had two, then the 

Q 2 
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non-member in giving three would still have had the 
advantage, which is unreasonable and unlikely. 

I suggest then that H.’s statement, stopping at τιθεμένους, 
though it in no way implied or was meant to imply two- 
votes, did not absolutely exclude that interpretation, and 
that someone, who adopted the view contradicted by 
Thucydides or who only thenght that H. meant to do ε΄ 
added the final words to make it plain. 

64 ἔδεε... ταῦτα καταπαῦσαι Δημάρητον τῆς βασιληίης 
τὸ Κλεομένεϊ διεβλήθη μεγάλως, πρότερόν τε κ.τ.λ. | 

᾿ διὰ τά has been altered in one or two ways. Has διότι 
been suggested? Cf. e.g. 7. 197. 4: 205. 2. 

98.5 Ἐέρξης ἀρήιος, ᾿Αρτοξέρξης μέγας (Bekk. μ 
᾿Αρήιος. α 

H. is interpreting the Persian names. To match a 

μεγαρήιος ? 

107.5 ἡ yn ἥδε οὐχ ἡμετέρη ἐστὶ οὐδέ μιν neil te 
ὑποχειρίην ποιήσασθαι. 4) 

One would think ἐστί should be ἔσται. In 109. ὃ the 
same correction has been made. + 

121. 1 θῶμα δέ μοι, καὶ οὐκ ἐνδέχομαι τὸν λόγον, ᾿Αλκμεων- 
ίδας ἄν ποτε ἀναδέξαι Πέρσῃσι ἐκ συνθήματος ἀσπίδα. ie 

ἄν seems out of place here, and it should be observed 
that in chapter 123, where the words recur, θῶμα ὧν pot 
καὶ οὐ προσίεμαι τὴν διαβολήν, τούτους ye ἀναδέξαι ἀσπίδα, NO 
ἄν is used. We might perhaps write ᾿Αλκμεωνίδας δή, the 
particle emphasising the name as in 1. 4. 1 τοὺς Ἕλληνας 
δὴ μεγάλως αἰτίους γενέσθαι. Cobet, followed by Herwe den, 
has made this change in 124 οὕτω οὐδὲ λόγος αἱρέει ἀναδε- 
χθῆναι ἔκ γε ἂν (read δὴ) τούτων ἀσπίδα, where ἄν is wanting 
in A, B, and perhaps C (Herwerden). Cf. on 1. 196 6 
above. It should be noticed however that in the tract tei; 
de Herod. Malign. 862¥ ἄν appears in the quotation Οἱ 
these words (121. 1). Perhaps we should make the same 
change in 129. 5 ἀποστυγέων γαμβρὸν ἄν οἱ ἔτι γενέσθαι 
Ἱπποκλείδην, where ἄν cannot be right and is omitted | . 
Cobet after A, B, and C. ok 
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Boox VII. 

10. 13 ὁρᾷς τὰ ὑπερέχοντα ζῷα ὡς Kepavvot ὃ θεὸς οὐδ᾽ ἐᾷ 
φαντάζεσθαι, τὰ δὲ σμικρὰ οὐδέν μιν κνίζει, ὁρᾷς δὲ ὡς ἐς οἰκή- 
ματα τὰ μέγιστα αἰεί, κιτ.λ. 

I am not prepared to suggest any alteration of ζῷα, but 
two things strike me about it. (1) I do not know any 
parallel for the idea of animals having thunderbolts thrown 
at them. (2) Animals are somewhat oddly joined with 
buildings: trees or mountains might be more naturally 
mentioned, as in Hor. C. 2. 10. 9-12. 

23.4 The whole of this ὃ (ἐνθαῦτα... ἀληλεμένος) is 
singularly inapposite to its immediate context. If genuine, 
it looks like a detached note. 

In § 1 (or 22. 6) is ai a dittograph of the last letters of 
αὗταιΐ and in 37.1 on the other hand should χυτοί be 
χυτοὶ ot ? | ἱ 

6 In the first words of the chapter ἦσαν or some other 
verb should be added. 

106. 1 κατέλιπε δὲ ἄνδρα τοιόνδε Μασκάμην γενόμενον. 

He goes on to explain τοιόνδε y., which refers to what M. 
did afterwards. Should we not therefore insert a ὕστερον, 

in 62 Μεγάπανον τὸν Βαβυλῶνος ὕστερον τούτων ἐπιτροπεύ- 
σανταῖ Cf. Goodwin M.T. 152. The text as it stands 
could hardly be understood except of something then past. 

143, 2 εἰ és ᾿Αθηναίους εἶχε τὸ ἔπος εἰρημένον ἐόντως (80 
Reiske for ἐόν κως). 

_ Stahl’s view that εἶχε and εἰρημένον go together cannot 
be accepted. What he calls the ‘much commoner’ use of 
ἔχω with an active participle is the only such use known. 
He gives no example of a passive participle so used with 
ἔχω and I do not believe that there is any. Even his 
lev from 3. 48. 2 (where the participle is not passive) 

not actually parallel, for in ὕβρισμα yap καὶ és τούτους 
εἶχε ἐκ τῶν Σαμίων γενόμενον it is plain that εἶχε does not go 
With γενόμενον : y. goes only with é7.3. Both there and 
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here moreover εἶχε has to be joined closely with és and its 
case in the common Herodotean sense of ἔχειν és, which 
would be out of the question if a participle like εἰρημένον 
or γενόμενον formed one phrase=eipyro or ἐγεγένητο with — 
εἰχε. 

‘t looks as though τὸ ἔπος εἰρημένον were a mixture of 
two readings, τὸ ἔπος and τὸ εἰρημένον. One of the two © 
words therefore should be struck out. This seems bette 
than taking the participle to mean when uttered, which is 
feeble. τὸ ἔπος τὸ εἰρημένον would also be right. 

157. 3 σὺ δὲ δυνάμιός τε ἥκεις μεγάλης, καὶ K.7.A.. βώθει Te 
K.T.X. ἢ 

Apart from ἃ γάρ which seems needed after δυνάμιός τε 
to lead up to βώθει, εὖ has also been added to ἥκεις to make 
up the common εὖ ἥκειν τινός. Stein however would read 
μεγάλως with Reiske. μεγάλως ἥκειν is a phrase unknown. — 
Herwerden accepting εὖ brackets μεγάλης, but in view of — 
8. 111. 3 θεῶν χρηστῶν ἥκοιεν εὖ this seems unnecessary, — 
μεγάλης not being more objectionable than χρηστῶν. Read 3 
therefore δυνάμιός τε yap εὖ ἥκεις μεγάλης. 

170. 6 οὗτος ὅσπερ. ωὑτὸς ὅσπερ ἵ 

173. 2 τὴν ἐσβολὴν ἧπερ... ἐς Θεσσαλίην φέρει παρὰ 
ποταμὸν Πηνειόν, μεταξὺ δὲ ᾿ΟὨλύμπου τε οὔρεος ἐόντα (ῥέοντα — 
Herwerden) καὶ τῆς Ὄσσης. A 

Editors are inclined to omit δέ. May we not read δή, 
which would seem half to explain, half to appeal to general. 
knowledge ? “| 

: & 
a Le. 

191. 2 καταείδοντες γόησι τῷ ἀνέμῳ οἱ Mayo... ἔπαυσαν. 

The chief objection to γόησι seems to me that stated by | 
Bahr, that the Magi were themselves γόητες and did ποῦ 
need to employ γόητες for their purpose. Cf. 1. 132. 2.— 
But this is hardly conclusive. As for the personal dative, | 
it seems sufficiently defended by such passages as Ar. Ach. 
111 ἐξελαύνειν .. τῷ γέροντι τὸν γέροντα: Thuc. 1. 25. 4. | 
ἀνδρὶ Κορινθίῳ προκαταρχόμενοι τῶν ἱερῶν (construction how- | 
ever disputed) and 8. 82. 8 τῷ μὲν Τισσαφέρνει τοὺς ᾿Αθη- 
ναίους φοβεῖν, ἐκείνοις δὲ τὸν Τισσαφέρνην : Dem. 21. 294 οἱ 
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νόμοι TE ὑμῖν εἰσιν ἰσχυροὶ καὶ ὑμεῖς τοῖς νόμοις : Antiphon 
6. 41 ταῦτα μάρτυσιν ὑμῖν ἀποδείξω: Eur. Bacch. 1309 ᾧ δῶμ 
ἀνέβλεπε: and best of all perhaps 11. 22.176 ἦέ μιν ἤδη 
Πηλεΐδῃ ᾿Αχιλῆι δαμάσσομεν ἐσθλὸν ἐόντα. Good Latin 
parallels might be quoted too, e.g. Aen. 10. 93 aut ego tela. 
dedi fovive Cupidine bella? 2. 352 di quibus imperium hoc 
steterat: Lucan 5, 264 animasque effundere viles quolibet 
hoste paras: Cat. 14. 5 cur me tot male perderes poetis: 
Hor. Hp. 1. 19. 13 exiguaeque togae simulet textore 
Catonem: Tac. 4. 2. 79. 4 ne castra corruptoribus, ne 
provinciam bello temptet: 4. 8, 4 seque ac maiores et 
posteros municipali adultero foedabat. Indeed this con- 
struction, like some others, is carried further in Latin than 
in Greek. 

203. 4 ὀφείλειν ὧν καὶ τὸν ἐπελαύνοντα ws ἐόντα θνητὸν ἀπὸ 
τῆς δόξης πεσεῖν ἄν. 

Herwerden follows Kriiger in bracketing dv. The 
particle is no doubt wrong here, as in many other places, 
but it is seldom satisfactory just to omit it without being 
able to account for its appearance in the text. Stein 
suggests ἀνὰ χρόνον, which seems to me unlikely. Others 
may think the same of what I would suggest, namely ἤδη. 
δή and ἄν are often confused (cf. above on 6. 121) and the ἡ 
might come from the v of πεσεῖν, as ν and ἡ (N H) are also 
liable to confusion. But perhaps something more con- 
vincing may be found. 

220. 5 ὑμῖν δ᾽, ὦ Σπάρτης οἰκήτορες εὐρυχόροιο, 
ἢ μέγα ἄστυ ἐρικυδὲς ὑ ὑπ᾽ ἀνδράσι Περσεΐδησι 
πέρσεται: ἢ τὸ μὲν οὐχί, K.T.A, 

There have been various suggestions for getting over the 
metrical difficulty of ἄστυ ἐρικυδές (so quoted in Euseb. P.E. 
5. 25. 2). Is it possible that ἄστυ is a gloss on another 
word? In Soph. O.7. 29 the city of Thebes is spoken of as 
δῶμα Kadpetov. If δῶμ᾽ ἐρικυδές stood in our text, it might 
well be glossed with an ἄστυ. 

229.3 εἰ μέν νυν ἢ (Most MSS. ἦν, but some omit: ἢ 
Stein) μοῦνον ᾿Αριστόδημον ἀλγήσαντα (the best MSS. 
ἀλογήσαντα) ἀπονοστῆσαι és Σπάρτην ἢ καὶ ὁμοῦ σφέων 
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ἀμφοτέρων τὴν κομιδὴν γενέσθαι, δοκέειν ἐμοί, οὐκ ἄν σφι 
Σπαρτιήτας μῆνιν οὐδεμίαν προσθέσθαι. 

There is no reason to think that in H. ἀλογήσαντα can 
mean in infatuation (Stein), nor does that yield a good 
sense. If the Spartans would have excused him, returning 
would hardly have been an infatuated act. ἀλγήσαντα, 
with which μοῦνον is closely joined, and which refers 
of course to ὀφθαλμιῶντες above (cf. 4. 68. 3 ἀλγέει 6 
βασιλεύς), is much better. ἦν would give an impossible 
construction, and 7 may certainly be accepted. But then 
it is hardly possible to take the infinitives as due to ἃ con- 
fused government by δοκέειν, because they precede that Ὁ 
word instead of following it, and it therefore seems — 
necessary to insert some such word as συνέβη to govern 
them. δ 

Boox VIII. 

69. 1 ἐτέρποντο τῇ κρίσει (R ἀνακρίσει). ; 

Neither κρίσει nor ἀνακρίσει (which Kriiger translates — 
Erorterung, Stein Einrede, Widerspruch) is satisfactory. 
For the natural use οὗ τέρπεσθαι τῇ κρίσει οὗ. 3..34. 6. — 
Perhaps ὑποκρίσει, answer, for in 68. 1 εἰρώτα ὃ Μαρδόνιος. 
So in 3. 53. 2 most. MSS. have ἀνακρίσιος, R ἀποκρίσιος, and 
ὑποκρίσιος is no doubt the right word. 

70. 1 παρήγγελλεν would more naturally be παρήγγειλεν, 
especially after ἐπειδή. 

74. 2 σύλλογός τε δὴ ἐγίνετο καὶ πολλὰ ἐλέγετο περὶ τῶν 
αὐτῶν. 

Surely περί should be παρά. The same states urged the 
same views. But this cannot be expressed by περὶ τῶν 
αὐτῶν. παρά is common with λέγεσθαι and similar verbs. 

80. 1 ἴσθι yap ἐξ ἐμέο τὰ ποιεύμενα ὑπὸ Μήδων. 

Cobet and Ηρυνογάθῃ ταῦτα for τά: Kriiger τάδε. 
I should prefer to insert ἐόντα before τά. Having eo before 
it and ra after it, it would easily be lost. In 6. 13. 1 
μαθόντες δὲ ταῦτα τὰ γιγνόμενα the τά must be omitted with 
Cobet, but the case is a little different. 
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86. 3 ἐδόκεέ τε ἕκαστος ἑωυτὸν θεήσασθαι τὸν βασιλέα. 

Stein justifies‘in vain the θεήσασθαι of the MSS. It 
‘cannot possibly be either present or future in meaning, but 
san only signify ‘ad watched him,’ which is inappropriate. 

‘The Aldine θεήσεσθαι, approved by Cobet, approves itself 
iulso to common sense, and surely nobody need stickle at one 

the commonest of corrections. Herwerden’s main- 
nance of the aorist and τρις of the Aldine future 
aust be an accident, 

99.1 τάς τε ὁδοὺς μυρσίνῃ πάσας ἐστόρεσαν καὶ ἐθυμίευν 
τήματα καὶ αὐτοὶ ἦσαν ἐν θυσίῃσί τε καὶ εὐπαθείῃσι. 

There is no point in αὐτοί (as though it contrasted 
she men with their roads and their incense), and Herwerden 
mits it. Perhaps it ai πάντες. See Class. Rev. 

[. 146. 

111. 21 pointed oat a long ‘ime ago that θεοὺς μεγάλους, 
I ιθώ τε καὶ ᾿Αναγκαίην, ought. to be θεοὺς μεγάλας. Cf. 
Stein’s parallels, adding Theognis 1137.. So in 4. 180.3 τῷ 
ὑθιγενέϊ θεῷ... τὴν ᾿Αϑηναίην. καλέομεν has been altered to 

ἢ ad. θεῷ, and 6. 91.2 R has TOV θεόν for τὴν θεόν. CE. 
» .1.1.390:. - 

190. 2 καὶ πρῶτον ἐλύσατο τὴν ζώνην φεύγων ἐξ ̓ Αθηνέων 
ἰπίσω.. 
Thad noticed that an adverb meaning there was needed 
with the first words of this before I knew that Herwerden 
nserted αὐτοῦ after ἐλύσατο. This is however a misuse 
} αὐτοῦ. αὐτόθι would be right. 

142. 2 οὔτε γὰρ δίκαιον οὐδαμῶς οὔτε a τος φέρον οὔτε 
fe ἄλλοισι Ἑλλήνων οὐδαμοῖσι, ὑμῖν δὲ δὴ κιτιλ 

οὔτε ye is impossible, and the τορ δία οὔ τί γε very 
mlikely. Hither we have to read οὐδέ ye, which would be 
the slightest change and quite good Greek, or a word is lost 
defore + ye corresponding to κόσμον φέρον or to κόσμον only. 

Tbid. 6 τὰ ἐς πόλεμον ἄχρηστα <i> οἰκετέων éxdpeva. ? 

‘The article can hardly be dispensed with and the reason 
if its loss is obvious. Cf. 4. 85. 4 and &. 80. 1 above. 
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Boox IX. 
τς 

7.1 ἅμα δὲ τὸ τεῖχός σφι τὸ ἐν τῷ Ἰσθμῷ ἐτείχεον καὶ ἤδη, 
ἐπάλξις ἐλάμβανε. 

Schiifer καὶ δή, Perhaps ἤδη καί. But καὶ δή occurs in 

§ 5 and in 6. 1. 

7.5 ἐπείτε ἐξεμάθετε τὸ ἡμέτερον φρόνημα “σαφέως ὅτι 
οὐδαμὰ προδώσομεν τὴν Ἑλλάδα καὶ ὅτι τεῖχος ὑμῖν διὰ τοῦ. 
᾿Ισθμοῦ ἐλαυνόμενον ἐν τέλεΐ ἐστι, καὶ δὴ λόγον οὐδένα ἡ 
᾿Αθηναίων ποιεῖσθε. 

The second ὅτι seems to me a mistaken repetition of ti 
first. Hither omit it or read τό. ἐστί depends on ἐπείτε. ᾿ 

9.2 πρίν ἤ τι ἄλλο ᾿Αθηναίοισι δόξαι σφάλμα φέρον τῇ 
“Ἑλλάδι. on 

<és> σφάλμα φέρον, the common Herodotean ex- 
pression? So in 8. 137. 5 R alone writes φέροι és μέγαν 
while other MSS. have lost the ἐς. 

16. 9 ,ἧκουον.. εν ὡς αὐτὸς αὐτίκα λέγοι ταῦτα πρὸς itp 
πους πρότερον ἢ γενέσθαι... . τὴν μάχην. 

Perhaps πρὸς ἀνθρώπους «πολλούς;. Valckenaer ἄλλους: 
for ἀνθρώπους. 

27. 6 ἀλλ᾽ οὐ γάρ τι προέχει τούτων ἐπιμεμνῆσθαι. 

As this is a unique use of προέχειν, the conjecture προσήκει. 
may be admissible (προσήκει--- προήκει--- προέχει : προς 
προ constantly interchanged in compounds). Cf. on 99 
below. : 

51.2 διέχων ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων τὰ ῥέεθρα ὅσονπερ τρία στάδια. ; 

Perhaps ὅσον περὶ τρία στάδια Stein suggests the more 
usual ὅσον τε. 

52. 3 2 ἀπαλλάσσοντο, ἐ ἐς μὲν τὸν χῶρον ἐς τὸν συνέκειτο οὐκ 
ἐν νόῳ ἔχοντες, οἱ δέ, ὡς ἐκινήθησαν, ἔφευγον κ-.τ.λ. 

It is difficult to understand ἀπαλλάσσεσθαι with ἐν νόῳ 
ἔχοντες. Has an infinitive, such as ἰέναι, been lost ? 
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14. 2 Sophanes literally anchored himself in battle, é ἵνα 
1 μιν οἱ πολέμιοι ἐκπίπτοντες ἐκ τῆς τάξιος μετακινῆσαι μὴ 
υναίατο. 

1 can see no point in ἐκπίπτοντες ἐκ τῆς τάξιοςς. If they 
came in their τάξις, it would still be the same thing. 

erodotus wrote ἐμπίπτοντες and meant ἐκ τῆς τάξιος to go 
with μετακινῆσαι. 

92. 1 ταῦτά τε ἅμα ἠγόρευε Kal τὸ ἔργον προσῆγε. 

“προῆγεν [“8.... Miht neutra lectio satisfacit’ Her- 
werden. Feeling the same, I have thought doubtfully of 
ᾧ ἔργῳ προσεῖχε. The next sentence, in which not 

Leotychides but the Samians are the subject, is perhaps 
against it. Ar. Plut.553 rots ἔργοις προσέχοντα. Cf. on 27 

[ 

122, The Persians are said to have addressed Cyrus in 
words beginning ἐπεὶ Ζεὺς Πέρσῃσι ἡγεμονίην διδοῖ, ἀνδρῶν δὲ 

οί, Κῦρε, κατελὼν ᾿Αστυάγην, φέρε, γῆν γὰρ κιτιλ. The 
extreme awkwardness of the words ἀνδρῶν δὲ σοί does not 
seem to have struck any editor before Herwerden, who 

: ttempts to emend the passage by inserting ἐθνέων μέν before 
έρσῃσι. In this he seems to have missed the right track. 

The natural thing to say was that Zeus had made the 
Persians masters of mankind and had made Cyrus master 
of the Persians. This sense we can get by the insertion 
of one word, if we write the passage thus: ἐπεὶ Ζεὺς 
Πέρσῃσι ἡγεμονίην διδοὺ ἀνδρῶν, « Περσέων; δὲ σοί, 
Κῦρε. I had arrived at this conclusion, I may add, 
before I knew that Herwerden had found fault with 
the words as they stand. Cf. 2. 121 (end) Αἰγυπτίους μὲν 
“γὰρ τῶν ἄλλων προκεκρίσθαι; ἐκεῖνον δὲ Αἰγυπτίων : Plut. 
Them. 18 τοῖς μὲν γὰρ Ἕλλησιν ἐπιτάττειν ᾿Αθηναίους, 

᾿Αθηναίοις δ᾽ αὐτόν (αὐτός 1), K.7.A. 



PLUTARCH’S LIVES 

Ir is too much to expect-that none of the following 
suggestions have been made already. There is however 
difficulty in ascertaining what work has been done on the 
Ives of Plutarch, and I can only say that I have put 
down nothing in which I know myself to have been anti 
cipated. q 
A very common error, which we may take first, is the 

substitution of the present tense for the future. Thi 
occurs over and over again in Greek authors, and it : 
surprising in how many cases it has escaped correction till — 
recently or is awaiting it even now. Usually the error is _ 
merely that of a letter, γράφω for γράψω, πορεύεσθαι for 
πορεύσεσθαι, ἄγων for ἄξων, etc. Sometimes it is merely , 
question of accent, ¢.g., μένειν for μενεῖν. a 

In the Lives there are some errors, certain or probable 
of this nature, which seem not to have been pointed out. 

Rom. 7 εἰ δὲ πιστὰ (ἀκούομεν) κρίνειν ἔοικε νῦν ὃ κίνδυνος. 
Read κρινεῖν, will, τέ seems, decide. 

Lyc. 9 Lycurgus’ iron money was so heavy ὥστε δέκ 
μνῶν ἀμοιβὴν ἀποθήκης τε μεγάλης ἐν οἰκίᾳ δεῖσθαι καὶ ζεύ 
ἄγοντος (ἄξοντος ἐ9 draw 1t). 

Ibid. 13 He did not put laws in writing, because he 
thought important things μένειν ἀκίνητα through character 
and training, while trifles were better left unregulated. 
Probably μενεῖν. 

— i sa bd 7. roan ew 
nite οὐδ, - ἐπ κάπαν, 

Public. 2. Envoys brought letters οἷς μάλιστα tov 
᾿ πολλοὺς wovto διαφθείρειν (διαφθερεῖν). 

, wg ag - * es 
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Timol. 11 threatening, εἰ μὴ τὴν ταχίστην ἐκβάλλει τοὺς 
Κορινθίους (ἐκβαλεῖ). 

Marcell, 24 οἰόμενος τῷ δοκοῦντι καταλύειν ᾿Αννίβαν χρόνῳ 
πρότερον ἐκτριβεῖσαν ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου λήσεσθαι τὴν ᾿Ιταλίαν, the 
time which was counted on to dispose (καταλύσειν) οὗ Han- 
nibal. λήσεσθαι points to the other future. 

So too we should read Cato 26 κινδυνεύσουσιν : Lucull. 
35 παραμενεῖν : Alex. 29 πορεύσεσθαι: Phoc. 35 γράψω : 
Demetr. 8 διαπυρσεύσειν : Dion 21 χαλεπανῶν. 

In Ages. 16 φήσαντος δὲ βουλεύσεσθαι, Βουλευέσθω τοίνυν 
ἐκεῖνος, εἶπεν, ἡμεῖς δὲ πορευόμεθα we may restore either 
πορευσόμεθα Or πορευώμεθα. Slightly different is Pyrrh. 20 
GAN’ οὐδὲ σοὶ τοῦτο, βασιλεῦ, λυσιτελές ἐστιν, where the 
future ἐθελήσουσιν following helps to show that we should 
read ἔσται. 

In Pelop. 9 we find the contrary and much more 
uncommon error, future for present: ἔπραττεν ὅτι μάλιστα 
ταῖς ἡδοναῖς ἐκλελυμένους καὶ κατοίνους μεταχειρίσασθαι παρ έ- 
ἕειν τοῖς ἐπιτιθεμένοις, where the construction is ἔπραττε 
παρέχειν (1.€. ἑαυτοὺς) τοῖς ἐπιτιθεμένοις μεταχειρίζεσθαι. 

Future should be read for aorist in Mar. 37 ἀπεκρίναντο 
«νον μὴ προέσθαι tov Μάριον, and probably in Solon 15 
ἤλπιζε. . . χρήσασθαι. 

The present has usurped the place of the imperfect in 
Alcib. 33 οὐδὲ κατηρασάμην αὐτῷ κακὸν οὐδέν, εἰ μηδὲν 
ἀδικεῖ τὴν πόλιν I did not really pronounce a curse on 
him, tf he had not offended. Soin Lys. 14 Λύσανδρος μὲν 
ἔγραψε τοῖς ἐφόροις τάδε, ᾿Αλώκαντι ταὶ ᾿Αθᾶναι, Λυσάνδρῳ δ᾽ 
ἀντέγραψαν οἱ ἔφοροι, ᾿Αρκεῖ τό γε ἑαλώκειν the present tense 
ἀρκεῖ Should be an imperfect, was all you need have said. 
When in Phoc. 5 we are told that Polyeuctus said 

Demosthenes was ῥήτωρ ἄριστος, but Phocion εἰπεῖν δεινότα- 
᾿ τος" ὡς yap ἡ TOD νομίσματος ἀξία πλείστην ἐν ὄγκῳ βραχυτάτῳ 
δύναμιν ἔχει, οὕτω λόγου δεινότης ἐδόκει πολλὰ σημαίνειν ἀπ᾽ 

᾿ ὀλίγων, we can easily see that the imperfect ἐδόκει should be 
δοκεῖ. Plutarch would probably have used accusative and 
infinitive in both clauses, if he had meant to give the sen- 
tence as due to Polyeuctus. The same change has been 
rightly made in T%t. 20. 
A few other confusions of verbal forms may be added, 
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Ages. 4 βασιλεὺς ἀποδειχθεὶς 6’A. εὐθὺς εἶχε kal τὰ χρήματα 
τοῦ ΓΑγιδος. Read ἔσχε, came into possession. But Cic. 14 
οἵ τε δυνατοὶ πάντες ἀπὸ τῆς οἰκίας Kal τῶν νέων πολλοὶ κατήγα- 
γον εἰς τὸ πεδίον read κατῆγον : he is speaking of a practice, 
not of a single occasion. 

Solon. 14 ἃ δὲ φυγόντος αὐτοῦ τὴν τυραννίδα πολλοὶ καταγε- 
λῶντες ἔλεγον should be φεύγοντος : when he declined, not 
when he had escaped, and Marcell. 2 οὐδεμίαν πρόκλησιν ἔφυγε, 
πάντας δὲ τοὺς προκαλεσαμενους ἀπέκτεινε Should be ἔφευγε. 
So too 7b, 12. The same mistake has been already corrected 
in Solon 19 and Marcell. 2 τὴν αἰτίαν ἔφευγε. 

In the well-known story of Sophocles’ first play, told in 
Cimon 8, we read that the archon appointed Cimon and 
his colleagues as judges πρώτην διδασκαλίαν τοῦ Σοφοκλέους 
ἔτι νέου καθέντος. It would have been little to the purpose 
to appoint them after the production (καθέντος) of the play 
and we may confidently substitute καθιέντος. In Lucull. 
42 the parallel of ὑποδεχομένων seems to indicate that 
ἀνειμένων should be corrected to ἀνιεμένων ; and Alex, 45 
ὑφεῖτο should be ὑφίετο (ἀπόπειρα ὑφίετο he was furtively 
making expervment). 

Mar. 40 ἐρομένου δ᾽ ἐκείνου τί φράζει καὶ τί λέγει πρὸς τὸν 
στρατηγόν read φράζῃ and λέγῃ, what he 18 to say. 

Participle has been corrupted to infinitive twice in Pomp. 
49 ἠλέγχθη ξίφος ἔχειν, where read ἔχων, and 58 ἔφη... 
ὁρῶν ὑπερφαινόμενα τῶν ΓΛλπεων ἤδη δέκα τάγματα βαδίζειν καὶ 
αὐτὸς ἐκπέμψειν τὸν ἀντιταξόμενον αὐτοῖς ὑπὲρ τῆς πατρίδος, 
where read ἐκπέμψων. (βαδιεῖν ξ the late form. Madvig 
omits βαδίζειν.) 

Alex. 3 Φιλίππῳ... τρεῖς ἧκον ἀγγελίαι: ἡ μὲν Ἰλλυριοὺς 
ἡττᾶσθαι... ., ἡ δὲ ᾽᾿ολυμπίασιν ἵππῳ κέλητι νενικηκέναι, τρίτη 
δὲ περὶ τῆς A. γενέσεως. Clearly we must read ἡττῆσθαι. 

Artax. 8 περισκοπῶν χώραν καὶ τάξιν, οὐκ ad’ ἧς σώσειε τὸν 
ἡγεμόνα, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τίνι θέμενος ἑαυτὸν ἀσφαλῶς μαχεῖται. Read 
σώσει. 

Two passages of considerable difficulty may perhaps be 
cured by this sort of treatment. Appius Claudius tells 
his wife (Z1b. Gracch. 4) that he has found a husband for 
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their daughter, κἀκείνη θαυμάσασα Tis, εἶπεν, ἡ σπουδὴ ἢ τί 
4 τάχος ; εἰ δὲ Τιβέριον αὐτῇ Τράγχον ηὗὑρήκεις νυμφίον ; 

Π Taking εἶπεν in the sense of asked, which in late Greek 
it certainly sometimes bears, we might read εὑρήκοι and 
translate ‘she asked him what was the hurry, and had he 
found a husband in Tib. Gracchus.’ (The old εἰ μή and 
‘evpicxers—or better perhaps yipyxas—of Stephanus may 
however be preferred.) Again Alex, 52 Alexander is 
blamed for deferring to the opinion of men, οἷς αὐτὸν 
προσήκει νόμον εἶναι καὶ ὅρον τῶν δικαίων, ἐπείπερ ἄρχειν καὶ 
κρατεῖν νενίκηκεν, ἀλχὰ μὴ δουλεύειν ὑπὸ κενῆς δόξης κεκρατη- 

μένον. As this passage stands, ἄρχειν and κρατεῖν must be 
‘taken to give the effect of νενίκηκεν, as though they 
followed on a ὥστε; but this is very harsh. Read rather 
ἐπείπερ ἄρχει kal κρατεῖ νενικηκώς. With these two passages 
“may be associated Alcib. 34 παρακελευομένους, ὅπως... 
καταβαλὼν ψηφίσματα καὶ νόμους καὶ φλυάρους ἀπολλύντας 
χὴν πόλιν ὡς ἂν πράξῃ καὶ χρήσηται τοῖς πράγμασι. ὡς ἄν 
could hardly in any case be right after παρακελευομένους 

-and with ὅπως is indubitably wrong. Reiske saw what 
was wanted when he wrote ὡς ἂν <PovAntar> πράξει καὶ 
χρήσεται, and I have only to suggest δόξῃ for his βούληται 
as being more likely to fall out before the partly similar 
πράξει. 

There seem to be a few places where a lost ἄν has not yet 
been restored to the text: Mar. 11. πρὶν <av> ἀνατρέψωσι: 
tb. 25 ἐλπίσαντα μάλιστ « ἂν!» συμπεσεῖν : Ages. 11 «ἂν» 

᾿ ἐνεκαρτέρησεν : 1b. 24 ἐπείσθη πολὺ κάλλιον <av> εἶναι καὶ 
λαμπρότερον εἰ τὸν Πειραιᾷ καταλάβοι δι’ ἑαυτοῦ : Cic. 17 

᾿ λόγον μὲν οὐκ <dv> ἔφη διδόναι. So in the first chapter of 
, 
: 

: 

Dion ἔλεγε τοὺς γεγυμνασμένους παρ᾽ αὐτῷ καὶ κρέας ἐξ ἀγορᾶς 
ἰδὼν φέροντας ἐπιγνῶναι πόρρωθεν, it is pretty clear that καί 
should be κἄν : he said he could or should know them, not 
that he did, which would moreover require the present 
tense ἐπιγιγνώσκειν. 

Not less common than the errors above illustrated—and 
they are all common in Greek MSS.—is the confusion of 
comparative and superlative adjectives and adverbs. Of 
this we find an example in Pyrrhus 9, where asked by one 
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of his sons to which of them he would leave his kingdom, 
he replies ὃς ἂν ὑμῶν τὴν μάχαιραν ὀξυτέραν ἔχῃ (read 
ὀξυτάτην), and another in Crass. 2 ἔοικε δὲ μία πασῶν 
ἐρρωμενεστέρα τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ κακιῶν γενομένη τὰς ἄλλας ἀμαυρῶσαι, 
where we equally need a superlative. So in Sulla 2 τοῦ 
γήρως ἀωρότερα should be τοῦ γήρως ἀωρότατα, 1.6. Vv 
untimely in, very unfit for, old age. But in Cleom, 24 
ἔργον ἀποδειξαμένῳ Tov πεπραγμένου κάλλιον καὶ βασιλικώτατον 
and Cato 48 μήτε τὰ πρῶτα πρὸς ἀπέχθειαν εἰπεῖν Πομπηΐου 
μήτε ταῦτα πρὸς χάριν the comparatives βασιλικώτερον and 
πρότερα have to be restored. In the same way we have to 
read μάλιστα for μᾶλλον (another common confusion) in 
Phoc. 8, where it is said that the people of Athens ἐπὶ τὰς 
ἀρχὰς... τὸν αὐστηρότατον καὶ φρονιμώτατον ἐκάλει τῶν 
πολιτῶν καὶ μόνον ἢ μᾶλλον ταῖς βουλήσεσιν αὐτοῦ καὶ ὁρμαῖς 
ἀντιτασσόμενον, μᾶλλον being meaningless (Madvig μᾶλλον 
«τῶν ἄλλων») ; cf. Plat. Rep. 353 A ἢ μόνον ἢ κάλλιστα and 
Aristot. Eleg. 3 (Bergk) μόνος ἢ πρῶτος : also the note 
below on Solon 14. In Sulla 3 δι᾿ ἐκείνου μάλιστα βουλό- 
μενος τὴν σύλληψιν... γενέσθαι ἢ 8 αὑτοῦ the reverse 
change is necessary. In Cato 46 ἄκρατον αὐτοῦ καθαψάμενον 
ὥσπερ οἶνον καὶ μανικώτερον read ἀκρατότερον. 

Very common again in Greek MSS. is confusion of the 
various parts of otros, αὐτός, ὃ αὐτός : οὗτος and τοσοῦτος: 
οἷος and ὅσος : τοιοῦτος and τοσοῦτος. If therefore sense is 
restored or improved by such a change, we need have no 
scruple in altering such passages as the following: Solon 9 
ἐθελοντὰς λαβεῖν πεντακοσίους, δόγματος γενομένου τούτους 
(read τοσούτους), ἂν κατασχῶσι τὴν νῆσον, κυρίους εἶναι τοῦ 

4 > n ε Us Ν ε x 
πολιτεύματος, and 30 οὐ καλῶς... ὑποκρίνῃ τὸν Ὁμηρικὸν 
> / lal | oe ‘ ~ Ν / , 

Οδυσσέα: ταῦτα (read ταὐτὰ) yap ποιεῖς τοὺς πολίτας παρακρουό- 
μένος οἷς ἐκεῖνος τοὺς πολεμίους ἐξηπάτησεν αἰκισάμενος ἑαυτόν. 

C. Mare. 6 after the fable of the belly and the members 
οὕτως (read οὗτος with a 6 before λόγος, or ὃ αὐτὸς) οὖν, ἔφη, 
καὶ τῆς συγκλήτου λόγος ἐστίν, ὦ πολῖται, πρὸς ὑμᾶς. 

Marcell. 28 φιλοτιμότερον πάθος ἢ κατὰ πρεσβύτην 
τοσοῦτον. This would, 1 imagine, mean so great an old man, 
Read τοιοῦτον, so old. 
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Crass. 16 ταύτας φασὶ Ῥωμαῖοι τὰς ἀρὰς ἀποθέτους͵ καὶ 
αλαιὰς τοιαύτην ἔχειν δύναμιν, ὡς κιιλ. Read τοσαύτην, 

| fading at the same time οὔσας after ἀποθέτους. 

Ages. 19 ras θύρας ἀφῆκεν οὕτως οὔσας σφόδρα παλαιάς, ὧ ὡς 
οκεῖν εἶναι. ταύτας ἐκείνας ἃς ἐπέθηκεν ᾿Αριστόδημος. ̓  For 
ταύτας read τὰς αὐτάς. αὐτάς would give a hiatus. . Possibly 

ἐκείνας should be ἐκείναις. i 

$s Alex. 11 οὔτε. . . οἷον καταζεῦξαι Kat τιθασεῦσαι Χρόνον 
ἔσχεν. Read ὅσον, time enough. 

_ Phoc. 17 τοῦτο δὲ καὶ Χάρης i ἱστόρηκε and 29 aa i 
περ ὕστερον κιτιλ. In both — τοῦτο should, I think, be 
αὐτό. 

Philop. 1 1 would read οὗτοί γε μήν for αὐτοί γε μήν. 

Let us turn next to a few passages in which the case 
rminations seem to have gone wrong. 

᾿ Solon 25 ταῖς ἀπορίαις ὑπεκστῆναι βουλόμενος. ‘Probably 
τὰς ἀπορίας, ‘The use in Cato 35 and [Xen.] R.A. 1. 10 
θυ way to is quite different. 

ἥ Lys. et Sull. Comp. 3 τίνα γὰρ εἰκὸς εἶναι λογισμὸν ἢ ἢ φειδὼ 
1 ρὸς τὰς παρ᾽ οἶνον συνουσίας αὐτοῦ καὶ Χάριτας; : Hrapehly 
αὐτῷ governed by εἶναι. 

Lucull. 2 δεομένων. ; dros: τε νόμους γράψῃ καὶ τὰν 
δῆμον αὐτὸν εἰς τύπον καταστήσῃ πολιτείας σώφρονος. There 

5. no point in αὐτόν : read αὐτῶν. 

Ages. 12 μετὰ ταῦτα Φαρνάβαζος εἰς λόγους αὐτῷ συνελθεῖν 
ἠθέλησε καὶ συνῆγεν ἀμφοτέρους ὧν ἕένος ὃ Κυζικηνὸς 
᾿Απολλοφάνης. Read ἀμφοτέροις, because (1) otherwise we 
‘should probably have gévos ὦν, ποὺ ὧν ἕένος : (2) ‘brought them 
both together’ for ‘brought them together’ is pleonastic: 
(3) ἀμφοτέροις is needed to bring out distinctly the meaning 
Of ἕένος. 
= In the conversation that follows A . Says to P. ἀφ᾽ ἧς δ᾽ 
@ v ἡμέρας σεαυτὸν ἀξιώσῃς Ἑλλήνων. φίλον καὶ σύμμαχον 
μᾶλλον ἢ δοῦλον λέγεσθαι βασιλέως, ταύτην νόμιζε τὴν φάλαγγα 
καὶ τὰ ὅπλα καὶ τὰς ναῦς καὶ πάντας ἡμᾶς τῶν σῶν κτημάτων 

R 
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φύλακας εἶναι, where it is easy to see that we should read 
ταύτῃ on that day. ‘There is indeed no phalanx present. — 

Alex. 29 ot κληρούμενοι τὰς φυλάς. The phrase is. 
κληροῦσθαι ταῖς φυλαῖς. 

Ibid. 50 δυστυχίᾳ. τινί. . πεπραγμένα τοῦ βασιλέως, ὀργὴν 
καὶ t μέθην πρόφασιν τῷ Κλεΐου δαίμονι παρασχόντος. Probably 
ὀργῇ καὶ μέθῃ. 

Phoe. 17 τὸ μὲν οὖν πρῶτον ψήφισμα λέγεται τὸν ̓Αλέξανδρον 
ὡς ἔλαβε ῥῖψαι καὶ φυγεῖν ἀποστραφέντα τοὺς πρέσβεις. 
ἀποστραφέντας 1 

Cic. 41 τὸν μὲν Κικέρωνα προλαμβάνειν τῇ φυγῇ. Rather 
τῆς φυγῆς, as in Thue, 4. 33, 

Anton. 21 εἰς ods τὰ πλεῖστα κατανηλίσκετο τῶν χρημάτων 
fal , Ν ΄ / / lal 

τῷ βιαιοτάτῳ καὶ χαλεπωτάτῳ τρόπῳ ποριζομένων. Read τῶν 
for τῷ 

Dion 45 ὅπως πολλαχόθεν ἅμα προσφέροιτο φοβερώτερον. 
Probably φοβερώτερος. 

Brut. 80 ἃ μὲν ἐβλάπτοντο πρὸς ὀργὴν τιθέμενο. The 
proper construction and one found elsewhere in Plutarch is 
πρὸς ὀργῆς. 

Galba 9 τὸ πόρῳ τοῦ Νέρωνος συγκαθεύδειν. Should not 
tov be τῷ 
A mistake of the same kind would seem to have occurred 

in Nic. et Crass. Comp. 1 πρᾶγμα ποιῶν Περικλεῖ μὲν ἴσως... 
μὴ πρέπον, αὑτῷ δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον... ᾧ καὶ Λυκοῦργος ὕστερον ὃ 
ῥήτωρ ἐπαρρησιάσατο κοτ.λ.; where ᾧ looks like a corruption 
of ὡς. 

Small words have perhaps been omitted in the following 
places. Lycurg.5 ὡς τῶν κατὰ μέρος νόμων οὐδὲν ἔργον «ὃν 
οὐδ᾽ ὄφελος, and 16 ὡς οὔτε αὐτῷ ζῆν ἄμεινον <dv> οὔτε τῇ 
πόλει. 

Solon 3 φιλοσοφίας δὲ τοῦ ἠθικοῦ μάλιστα τὸ πολιτικόν, 
ὥσπερ οἱ πλεῖστοι τῶν σοφῶν, ἠγάπησεν. Both the phrasing 
and the statement are strange, and I conjecture τὸ ἠθικὸν 
μάλιστα « καὶ!» τὸ πολιτικόν. 
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| Solon 14 συνορῶντες τὸν Σόλωνα μόνον μάλιστα τῶν ἁμαρτη 
μάτων ἐκτὸς ὄντας, Read μόνον «ἢ» μάλιστα. Of. for 

| instance, Plat. Rep. 3528 ἢ μόνῳ... ἢ ἄριστα and 353.4 ἢ 
μόνον ἢ κάλλιστα. Soin Pyrrh. ἐδόκει μόνος εὖ pdédiota. . 
τῆς ἐκείνου δυνάμεως .. ἀναμιμνήσκειν τοὺς ἀκούοντας Reiske 
suggested ἤ for εὖ. Cf. above on Phoc. 8. The well-known 
‘story in Artaz. 22 may be emended too: 6 μὲν γὰρ 
᾿Αγησίλαος, ds ἔοικε, πρὸς τὸν εἰπόντα Ded τῆς Ἑλλάδος, ὅπου 
᾿μηδίζουσιν ἡμῖν οἱ Λάκωνες, οὐ μᾶλλον, εἶπεν, οἱ Μῆδοι λακωνέ 
few: Read οὐ μᾶλλον, εἶπεν, <> οἱ Μῆδοι λακωνίζουσι. 

WN and H are easily confused and this would help the loss 
of H here. 

? Pelop. 2 μαχόμενος needs a μέν after it to contrast it 
with στρατηγῶν δέ. The loss of μέν is probably due to the 
pea ae termination. So in Ages. 2 read οἷος φόβῳ 
«μὲν; μηδέν, αἰσχύνῃ δὲ πάντα ποιεῖν (μέν and μή are 
‘sometimes confused). 

Tit. 6 ἄχρι «τοῦ!» τοὺς στρατιώτας ἀναλαβεῖν, ἃ5 e.g. Pyrrh, 
82 ἄχρι τοῦ παρεισπεσεῖν τοὺς Γαλάτας. Is not the article 
lost in Galb. 5 συγκλήτου ψηφισαμένης Ἷ or can it be omitted 
with σύγκλητος, For its omission with an infinitive after 
τυγχάνω in Pelop. 33 there are one or two parallels (Plato 
Phil. ὅθ": Xen. Cyn. 1. 8), but hardly enough to give 
“complete confidence. 

_ Mar. 44 Κάτλος δὲ Λουτάτιος <6> Μαρίῳ ovvdpéas. 

_ Anton, 21 ἐπώλουν <ris> οὐσίας τῶν φονευομένων, 
“emicvxodavrotwres <Tovs> οἰκείους καὶ <tas>? γυναῖκας 

ὑτῶν. 

_ Me should be μὲν <otv> in Lucull. 3 after ἑαυτοῦ 
nd perhaps in Cato 40 we should read παρανόμως μὲν 
<otv> ov. 

Crass. 32 ὃ μὲν yap ἐμφερέστατος Κράσσῳ τῶν αἰχμαλώτων. 
ιδαχθεὶς Κράσσος ὑπακούειν καὶ αὐτοκράτωρ τοῖς καλοῦσιν 
.τιλ. Can K. ὑπακούειν stand in the sense answer to the 

‘name of Crassus, or has a ὡς been lost before it? Ido not 
Teel sure. 

). Ages. 16 ἐδεήθη piv <od8tv> οὐδενὸς τῶν βαρβάρων. 
j R 2 
f 
4 
- 
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Alex. 50 φάσκων οὐ καλῶς ev βαρβάροις καὶ πολεμίοις 
ὑβρίζεσθαι Μακεδόνας πολὺ βελτίονας «ὄντας» τῶν γελώντων, 
εἰ καὶ δυστυχίᾳ κέχρηνται ? : 

Ibid. 71 καὶ (read κἀν) ταῖς μελέταις εὐχέρειαν... ἐπιδειξα- 
μένων. 

Demetr. 42 φήσας μὴ σχολάζειν, ἐγκραγόντος ἐκείνου καὶ 
Μὴ βασίλευε εἰπόντος, δηχθεὶς κιτιλ. Read μὴ « δή: : other- 
wise the connection is not brought out. 

Artax, 28 4 <te> τῆς ᾿Ασπασίας ἀφάίρεσις. 

Sometimes words of more importance are omitted. 

Camill. 4 περὶ ὧν (ἔφη) ἐθέλειν ἐκείνῳ κοινωσάμενος, εἴ Tt 
δύναιτο, θέσθαι τῶν ἰδίων ἄμεινον ἐν τοῖς κοινοῖς νοσοῦσιν. e 
may restore sense and grammar to this by inserting some 
such infinitive as σκοπεῖσθαι, perhaps after ἐκείνῳ, and 
removing the comma after δύναιτο. | 

Pelop. 4 τούτους ἂν ὀρθῶς καὶ δικαίως πρόσαγορεῦηι 
συνάρχοντας καὶ συστρατήγους ἢ ἐκείνους. A μᾶλλον has been 
lost. 

Pyrrh. 22 νομίζων ὡς ἀμφοτέρων ὑπαρχόντων ἀπολλύναι 
θάτερον. This can hardly be a case of νομίζων -- νομίζων δεῖν, 
(if that construction is allowed) because ὡς is then left 
without any particular meaning. Add δεῖ or ἀνάγκη. 

Cim. ὃ The sentence ὃ μὲν οὖν ἀγὼν καὶ διὰ τὸ τῶν κριτῶν 
ἀξίωμα τὴν φιλοτιμίαν ὑπερέβαλε, seems wrong. We might 
expect τῇ φιλοτιμίᾳ ὑπερέβαλε, but, as this would give 
a hiatus, we must rather suppose an omission of some word 
or words. Possibly «πρὸς» or <xata> τὴν φιλοτιμίαν ; 
but many suggestions might be made. | 

Sons 

Crass. 14 τῶν δὲ Κράσσου νοσημάτων τὸ ἀρχαῖον ἡ ,φιλο- 
πλουτία καινὸν ἔρωτα προσλαβοῦσα καὶ ζῆλον ἐπὶ ταῖς Καίσαρος 
ἀριστείαις τροπαίων καὶ θριάμβων, οἷς γε μόνοις ἐλαττοῦσθαι 

3, a. ὦ ὅτ ἃ > Pe 2s ὑδ᾽ ἐλῴ We προὔχοντα Tots ἄλλοις, αὐτὸν οὐκ ἀνῆκεν οὐδ ἐλώφησεν. 
seem to want something like οἷς γε μόνοις ἐ. π. τ. 
«ἔλεγον (or « ἐνόμιζον) αὐτόν, οὐκ ἀνῆκεν. In no case 
can an unemphatic αὐτόν be right after a comma or pause, — 
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ld a“ cal 

- Ages. 6 ἐπεὶ δὲ τῶν μὲν αὐτῶν ἄρχεις ἐκείνῳ, τοῖς δ᾽ αὐτοῖς 
τολεμεῖς, ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν αὐτῶν τόπων ὁρμᾷς ἐπὶ τὸν πόλεμον, εἰκός 
> Ἀ “ ’ ~ an Ν 62% , aA 3 a 
στι καὶ θῦσαί σε TH θεῷ «τὴν αὐτὴν! θυσίαν ἣν ἐκεῖνος 

Bo cal / 
ἐνταῦθα θύσας ἐξέπλευσεν. 

Ο Pomp. 76 ᾿Αρσάκην ποιεῖσθαι κύριον ἑαυτοῦ τὸν μηδὲ 
Κράσσου δυνηθέντα ζῶντος. Add to the last words γενέσθαι 
“2.6. κύριον γενέσθαι), OY κρατῆσαι, Or an equivalent. 

| Alex. 37 ὅν φασιν ἔτι παιδὸς ὄντος ᾿Αλεξάνδρου τὴν Πυθίαν 
τροειπεν ὡς λύκος ἔσται καθηγεμὼν ᾿Αλεξάνδρῳ. After 
προειπεῖν Something like «λέγουσαν 2 seems lost. 
§ 
¥ . - ἃ _ Ibid. 51 τοῦ δὲ Κλείτου μὴ εἴκοντος ἀλλ᾽ εἰς μέσον ἃ βούλεται 
λέγειν « ἐᾶν!» τὸν ᾿Αλέξανδρον κελεύοντος ἵ 
z =! 
_ Cato Minor 11 οὕτως ob τῷ ξίφει μόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ τῷ τὸ 

ἀνυπεύθυνον καὶ τὸ ἀνυπόδικον ἐπίστευσεν. . Some infinitive, 
perhaps only εἶναι or ὑπάρχειν, seems missing. 

_ Ibid. 69 ἢ που καὶ ὑμῖν δέδοκται Bia κατέχειν ἄνδρα τοσοῦτον 
Ε΄" ἐν τῷ βίῳ; Sintenis says “ἐν τῷ βίῳ προήκοντα cod. 
'Parisinus C.’ This suggests ἄνδρα « εἰς; τοσοῦτον ἡλικίας 
προήκοντα. 

Cic. 29 καὶ θεραπαινίδας παρεῖχεν ὡς συγγένοιτο τῇ νεωτάτῃ 
ν ἀδελφῶν. Perhaps θεραπαινίδας «“ μάρτυρας;». 

Demetr. 43 ἀλλὰ θέαν μόνον (ἡ ναῦς) ἐκείνη παρέσχε Kal 
uxpov ὅσον διαφέρουσα τῶν μονίμων οἰκοδομημάτων, φανῆναι 

πρὸς ἐπίδειξιν, οὐ χρείαν, ἐπισφαλῶς καὶ δυσέργως ἐκινήθη. 
Something is lost before φανῆναι, possibly only ὡς (after 

v), perhaps an infinitive as well, e.g. «ὡς κατεσκευάσθαι!» 
νῆναι. 

Η 

i 
= 
| 

Dion 2 προανῃρέθησαν γὰρ ἀμφότεροι τοῦ τέλους, εἰς ὃ 
» τις vue 3 x ρ “a μ' ‘ Ρ , > , ροὔθεντο τὰς πράξεις ἐκ πολλῶν καὶ μεγάλων ἀγώνων κατα- 

έσθαι, μὴ δυνηθέντες « τυχεῖν": τυχεῖν will govern τοῦ 
έλους. See Reiske. 

Arat. 25 Χαριμένους. .. προσλαβόντος ἐπὶ τὴν πρᾶξιν 
vOpwrov... ἠγανάκτησαν. ἄνθρωπον can hardly have 
tood alone. Add ἄλλον ὃ ἄλλος and ἄνθρωπος (ἄνος) are 
uch alike (cf. pp. 221 and 256). But ἄλλον ἄνθρωπον does 
ot seem to me quite satisfactory. 
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Otho 5 ὃ δὲ Sovpivas προσβιαζόμενος αὐτοὺς ἐκινδύνευσε 
μικρὸν ἐλθόντας ἀνελεῖν αὐτόν. This is quite untranslatable 
and probably several words are missing before μικρόν. The 
last of them must have been παρά, as παρὰ p. é. a. av. would 
be the idiom for ‘having come within a little of killing 
him.’ 

I will conclude with some miscellaneous emendations, 
taking them in the order of the Lives. 

Thes. 32 τούς τε πολλοὺς διετάραττε καὶ διέβαλλεν ὡς ὄναρ 
ἐλευθερίας ὁρῶντας, ἔργῳ δὲ ἀπεστερημένους πατρίδων. Cobet 
ἐλευθερίαν. Did not Plutarch write ἐρῶντας ? 

Lycurg. 20 μεμφομένων τινῶν “Exataiov..., ὅτι παρα- 
ληφθεὶς εἰς τὸ συσσίτιον οὐδὲν ἔλεγεν. For τό read τι. 

Solon 1ὅ ἣ μὲν ἄριστον ἦν, οὐκ ἐπήγαγεν ἰατρείαν οὐδὲ 
καινοτομίαν... . ἃ δὲ καὶ λέγων ἤλπιζε πειθομένοις καὶ προσάγων 
ἀνάγκην ὑπομένουσι χρήσασθαι (rather χρήσεσθαι) ταῦτ᾽ 
ἔπραττεν. ἄριστον is evidently wrong, the sense required 
being that he made changes where he thought he could, 
but left things untouched where he despaired of really 
succeeding. If ἄριστον is an ordinary corruption, we may 
perhaps suggest ἄχρηστον. If however it is due to the 
ἄριστον Which occurs a line or two later, the original word 
may have been much more unlike it in form, though the 
sense must have been that of ἄχρηστον. 

Themist. 4 τὴν Λαυρεωτικὴν πρόσοδον ἀπὸ τῶν ἀργυρείων 
μετάλλων ἔθος ἐχόντων ᾿Αθηναίων διανέμεσθαι. ἀπὸ τ. de pe 
has all the appearance of being an adscript. It is an 
awkward addition to τὴν A. π. and, if added at all, would 
probably require another article. | 

Pericles 28 The reproach of Elpinice to Pericles, ταῦτα 
θαυμαστά. .. καὶ ἄξια στεφάνων should, I think, be a 
question, not an ironical statement. So in Pyrrhus 14 in the 
famous conversation of the king with Cineas ἀλλ᾽ ἦἢ τοῦτο 
πέρας ἡμῖν τῆς στρατείας, λαβεῖν Σικελίαν must be a question. 

Alcib. 26 συνέπραττε δ᾽ αὐτῷ καὶ Θρασύβουλος ὃ Στειριεὺς 
ἅμα παρὼν καὶ κεκραγώς. Perhaps παριών. 
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_ Timol. 7 ἂν μὲν καλῶς ἀγωνίσῃ, τύραννον ἀνῃρηκέναι 
δύξομεν- ἂν δὲ φαύλως, ἀδελφόν. For δόξομεν I suggest 
λέξομεν. Schifer was probably right in adding σε. 

Pelop. 2 ἐγὼ δὲ ὡς λίαν ἠσχύνθην. Read καί for ds, 
meaningless here and sometimes confused in MSS. with καί 

Marcell. 5 Τιβέριος οὖν x.r.X. The οὖν, which is not in 
place here, should be γοῦν, in its common use of giving 
some fact or example in support of a general statement. 
On the other hand in Alex, 32 τὸν γοῦν ’A. κιτιλ. the γοῦν is 
quite inappropriate and should be δ᾽ οὖν ; so too in ΟἿο. 5 
ὃ γοῦν Κικέρων. The same change has been already made in 
Alex. 28. 

Ibid. 21 τὸν δῆμον εἰθισμένον πολεμεῖν ἢ γεωργεῖν. Probably 
_7 should be καί Thesame men did both. 

Arist. et Cat. Comp. 4 6 ye πολλὰ συνάγων, ὀλίγοις δὲ 
χρώμενος οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτάρκης" ἀλλ᾽, εἴτε μὴ δεῖται, τῆς παρα- 
σκευῆς ὧν οὐκ ὀρέγεται μάταιος" εἴτ᾽ ὀρέγεται, μικρολογίᾳ κολούων 
τὴν ἀπόλαυσιν ἄθλιος. The genitive τῆς παρασκευῆς has no 
construction. The dative τῇ παρασκευῇ, which has been 
suggested, introduces hiatus with ὧν. Is not some word 
missing, probably a participle, such as φροντίζων, balancing 
κολούων in the parallel clause ? 

Tit. 12 ὑπὸ τῶν τελωνῶν ἀγόμενον πρὸς τὸ μετοίκιον. I do 
not see what πρός can mean here. Should it be &a? Or 
are the words otherwise wrong ? 

Pyrrh. 21 ἀφειδοῦντες ἑαυτῶν καὶ τὸ τρῶσαι καὶ καταβαλεῖν 
épovtes. Reiske inserted πρός before τὸ τρῶσαι, rightly I 
think ; but should not δρῶντες be ὁρμῶντες 

Mar. 3 Scipio, being asked what worthy successor to 
him Rome would have, answered, touching young Marius 
on the shoulder, τάχα δὲ τοῦτον. Read δή, often joined to 
taxa. Anton. 84 1 would write ἄλλας δή for ἄλλας δέ. 

Lucull. 4 κακοδαιμονοῦντας should be κακοδαιμονῶντας. 

Ibid. 6 Κέθηγον ἀνθοῦντα τῇ δόξῃ τότε καὶ φέροντα τὴν πόλιν. 
φέροντα may be right and it harmonises in a way with 
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ἀνθοῦντα, but it is oddly used. dyovra.would be more 
natural, as 6.6. in Thuc. 2. 65. 8 οὐκ ἤγετο μᾶλλον ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ 
(τοῦ πλήθους) ἢ αὐτὸς Hye. “Perhaps therefore φθείροντα may 
be worth considering. 3 | 

In the next sentence οὐδέ... οὐδέ should be οὔτε. . οὔτε 

Ibid. 41 μεταλαβεῖν ἡμέραν ἀξιοῦντος. Here again μεταλα- 
βεῖν does not seem impossible, but μεταβαλεῖν more likely. 
The two forms are constantly interchanged. 

-Gim, et Lucull. Comp. 1 ᾿Αφροδίσια τῶν πολέμων καὶ 
στρατηγιῶν ἄγοντα means nothing. Read « ἐκ: τῶν πολέμων 
after his wars (and ἄξιον with Bekker). 

Nic. 2 τρεῖς ἐγένοντο βέλτιστοι τῶν πολιτῶν ... Nuxias.. . 
καὶ Θουκυδίδης... καὶ Θηραμένης. Read τῶν πολιτικῶν. 
Plutarch follows the author of the ᾿Αθηναίων Πολιτεία 28° 
δοκοῦσι δὲ βέλτιστοι γεγονέναι τῶν ᾿Αθήνησι πολιτευσα 
μένων μετὰ τοὺς ἀρχαίους Ν. καὶ Θ. καὶ ΘΕ (It is a 
coincidence that in ᾿Αθ. Πολ. 8. 4 πολιτῶν is a fairly: 
certain mistake for πολιτικῶν). ᾿ 

Ibid. 15 and 16 I would write γάρ for δέ in ὁ δὲ Λάμαχος 
and τῶν δ᾽ ᾿Αθηναίων. Their occasional confusion is a 
recognised fact. 

Ages. 7 τοὺς μᾶλλον αὐτοῦ δυναμένους. μᾶλλον here is not 
really good Greek for μεῖζον, which occurs (μεῖζον δύνασθαι) 
a few lines below ; but in Plutarch we might not be safe in. 
altering it. 

Ibid. 11 οὐδὲν δεινὸν. pe eee ὑμᾶς ἐκεῖνον. πείθειν 1s quite 
inapposite. I have thought of αἴθειν (Latin wrere of love),. 
used by Xenophon in the same connection, Cyr. 5. 1. 16 
αἴθεσθαι τῷ ἔρωτι. Cf. ἔκνιζεν αὐτόν. . 6 ἔρως above. 

Pomp. 10 ἐπέκεινα μεγάλων ὠθουμένων φυγάδων. Read ἐπ 
ἐκεῖνα, to those parts. 

Ibid. 53 ὅπου. τοσοῦτον ᾿βάθος ἡγεμονίας καὶ μέγεθος εὐρυ 
χωρίας δυοῖν ἀνδροῖν οὐκ ἐπέσχεν. ἐπήρκεσ ev Or ἀπέχρησ [3.4 15- 

suggested. The use οὗ ἀπέχειν to be enough is not very well 
attested for such Greek as Plutarch’s, but ἀπέσχεν would 
seem very probable here, if we were sure of the use. 
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_ Phoc. 16 τὴν ἐξ ᾿Αρείου πάγου βουλὴν ἔχοντες ἐν τῷ δήμῳ 
δεόμενοι καὶ δακρύοντες μόλις ἔπεισαν. Should we supply 
something like «σύμμαχον: ἔχοντες ξ But what does this 
ference to the Areopagus mean? Compare perhaps the 
nd Arg. to the Androtion, which says of the Areopagus 

ἡνίκα μεγίστη ἀνάγκη ἐγένετο, τότε μόνον περὶ δημοσίων 
wo 

Cleom. 21 μεγίστων... πραγμάτων ἐπικρατήσας καὶ μετὰ. 
μικρὸν ὅλης... . Πελοποννήσου κύριος γενέσθαι δεήσας. μετά 
cannot be right. The usual phrase would be μικροῦ δεήσας 
tnd perhaps κατὰ μικρόν .. . δεήσας might stand here as a 
yariation on it, though I know no parallel. 
Ka 

᾿ Demetr. 30 τοῦ καθεστηκότος ἐξέστη δι᾿ ὀργὴν αὐτοῦ. For 
αὐτοῦ, which is unmeaning, I have suggested παντός in 
᾿ lass. Rev. 11. 146. Τῇ the suggestions there made are at 
all approved, they might induce us in Arat. 1 φιλαύτου yap 
ἀνδρός, οὐ φιλοκάλου, παντὸς ἀεὶ βέλτιστον ἡγεῖσθαι to read 
ἑαυτόν for παντός, but the error in the text may be more 
considerable. 

Dion 31 In a letter from Dionysius to Dion there were 
ὑπομνήσεις and κατὰ τῶν φιλτάτων ἀπειλαὶ σωμάτων and 

ἰσκήψεις δειναὶ μετ᾽ ὀλοφυρμῶν καὶ τὸ μάλιστα κινῆσαν αὐτόν, 
ξιοῦντος μὴ καθαιρεῖν, ἀλλὰ παραλαμβάνειν τὴν τυραννίδα. I 

}can make no sense of καὶ... αὐτόν and would suggest 
ατὰ τὸ μάλιστα κινῆσον (or μάλιστ᾽ ἂν κινῆσαν) αὐτόν im 

the way most likely to move him (Madvig has anticipated 
Me in proposing κινῆσον). Perhaps also αὐτόν should be 
αὐτούς, to move them, the Syracusans. At the end of the 
following chapter ὑπολαμβάνων δὲ καὶ perdywv ῥᾷον αὐτούς, 
Ϊ ὁ τὸ σεμνὸν τοῦ Δίωνος... . ἀπεστρέφοντο, the pronoun οἵ 
‘does not go well with αὐτούς and should perhaps be ὅτι. 
So in Cato 2 Sintenis has written ὅτι for ὃ (παῖς οὗτός - 
ἐστιν). At the beginning of Ch. 33 should not ἀφ᾽ αὑτῶν 

5 ἐφ᾽ αὑτῶν ἢ 

_ Dion et Brut. Comp. 2 καὶ μὴν οὐχ ὅμοιον Διονυσίου 
“Συρακουσίοις ἢ Καίσαρος ἀπαλλαγῆναι Ῥωμαίοις. For 7 write 
καί. Cf. above on Marcell. 21. 
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Artax. 6 καρδίαν ἔφη τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ φορεῖν βαρυτέραν καὶ 
φιλοσοφεῖν μᾶλλον καὶ μαγεύειν βέλτιον. Read βαθυτέραν. 

Galb. 29 τῇ Οὐΐνδικος ἐμπαρασχὼν ὄνομα τόλμῃ, κίνημα καὶ 
νεωτερισμὸν αὐτοῦ λεγομένην τὴν ἀπόστασιν ἐποίησε πόλεμον 
ἐμφύλιον ἀνδρὸς ἡγεμονικοῦ τυχοῦσαν. It is not so much 
a question what it was called as what it was. λεγόμενος 
and γενόμενος sometimes get confused and I would suggest 
γενομένην here. Galba turned what had been only an 
agitation or political movement into a civil war. 



Ὄπ ρα AS 

PAUSANTAS 

READING Pausanias rapidly with the help of Frazer 
(critical notes at the end of vol. 1) and, as far as they go 
(1900), of Hitzig and Blumner (vol. 1: Books 1- 3), I have 
found a few alterations of the text-occurring to me. These 
‘often consist in the insertion of a word. Readers of 
_ Pausanias know how often something has been lost from 
his sentences. When it goes beyond a word or two, the 
loss is irreparable, even though we may be sure of the 
general sense. There are so many ways of saying the 
simplest thing. 

1. 2. 2 εἰσὶ δὲ τάφοι κατὰ τὴν ὁδὸν γνωριμώτατοι Μενάνδρου 
τοῦ Διοπείθους καὶ μνῆμα Εὐριπίδου κενόν. 

Has not another name been lost after M. τοῦ A. ? 

α΄. | 1.2.8 ἢἣ συγγενέσθαι βασιλεῦσιν ἠτύχησαν ἢ ἑκόντες 
ὠλιγώρησαν. 

An infinitive may be possible after these verbs, for it 
occurs after τυγχάνω and ἀμελῶ, but the construction re- 
_ quires illustration. It would be easy to insert τοῦ after 
the first 7. So in 5. 27. 12 ἐγγύτατα ἀφίκετο ἀπατῆσαί pe 
may be right, but τοῦ would satis be lost after το. 

__ In the words that immediately follow here πλάνης seems 
{ badly to want some such addition as ὦν or γενόμενος. 

Ι 1. 2. 5 ἔστι δὲ ἐν αὐτῇ Πουλυτίωνος οἰκία, καθ᾽ ἣν παρὰ 
τὴν ἐν Ἐλευσῖνι δρᾶσαι τελετὴν ᾿Αθηναίων φασὶν οὐ τοὺς 

 ἀφανεστάτους. 

| This refers to the alleged profanation by Alcibiades and 
others (Andocides_ 1. 12). For the corrupt Greek zapa- 
᾿ δρᾶσαι and παραποιῆσαι have been conjectured. But passages 
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in Plutarch and Lucian suggest another line of emendation 
altogether : Plut. Alctb. 19 μυστηρίων παρ᾽ οἶνον ἀπο- 
μιμήσεις: Luc. Amores 24 (also of Alcibiades) τὴν ἐν Ἔλευ- 
civ τελετὴν ai Tapa πότον ἐξωρχοῦντο dwvai. One or — 
other of these words may have been omitted here after 
παρά ; or (as Dr. Postgate suggests to me) μέθην, its last 
letters having been lost before τήν. Cf. Thue. 6. 28. 1 
ἀγαλμάτων περικοπαί τινες... μετὰ παιδιᾶς καὶ οἴνου γεγενη- 
μέναι. παρὰ «τὸν νόμον» would also make good sense, and 
Plutarch Alczb. 29 actually uses παρὰ τὰ 5 νόμιμα of these 
proceedings. 

1.6.2 αὐτὸς μάλιστα κιτιλ. and then αὐτὸς δέ seems — 
impossible. For the first αὐτός read otros, or as Dr. Post- 
gate writes to me ‘perhaps μόνος, as αὐτός and μόνος are 
liable to be confused ; cf. Cobet Variae Lectiones, p. 111. 

1. 8. 4 After κεῖται words have probably been lost, 
specifying the sculptor. 

1. 9. 1 Hitzig’s parallels for the construction offer no 
real analogy and support. The clause beginning with 
πρότερον δέ seems to have lost its verb. 

1, 21. 1 λέγεται δὲ Σοφοκλέους τελευτήσαντος ἐσβαλεῖν és 
τὴν ᾿Αττικὴν Λακεδαιμονίους καὶ σφῶν τὸν ἡγούμενον ἰδεῖν 
ἐπιστάντα οἱ Διόνυσον κελεύειν . .; τὴν Σειρῆνα τὴν νέαν 
τιμᾶν. 

1. 80. 8 Σωκράτης τῇ προτέρᾳ νυκτὶ ἢ Πλάτων ἔμελλεν 
ἔσεσθαί (read ἔμελλε γενήσεσθαξ) οἱ μαθητὴς ἐσπτῆναί οἱ 
κύκνον ἐς τὸν κόλπον εἶδεν ὄνειρον. 

Are we to suppose that ἰδεῖν and εἶδεν ὄνειρον in these 
two passages govern an accusative and infinitive and mean 
dreamt? Such a use would be, I think, unparalleled. 
To the best of my knowledge it is not to be found in the 
Onetrocritica of Artemidorus, where we might certainly 
look for it, if it was an established phrase. P. has ὄψιν 
ἰδεῖν and ὀνείρατος ὄψιν ἰδεῖν in other places (4. 19. 5 and 26, 
3: 7. 5. 7: 10. 2. 6), but the phrases do not take an 
accusative and infinitive. What we should expect is δόξαι 
and ἔδοξε dreamt, as for instance in these two very parallel 
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_ passages from P.’s contemporary Lucian: 19. 9 ἔδοξεν ὄναρ 
ἐπιστάντα οἱ τὸν ᾿Αλέξανδρον κελεύειν κιτιλ: 24. 2 ἔδοξεν... 
ἢ ἐπιστάντα οἱ τὸν Σκύθην κελεῦσαι κιτιλ. In the very curious 
_ records of the temple αὖ Epidaurus (see now Dittenberger’s 
x Sylloge, ed. 2. 802, 803), we find over and over again the 
set phrase that some one ὄψιν or ἐνύπνιον εἶδε: ἐδόκει (ἔδοξε) 
_«7.d., though ἐδόκει there is not always literally he dreamt. 
_ The same or some very similar phrase is found in literature, 
eg. Xen. An. 3. 1. 11 εἶδεν ὄναρ" ἔδοξεν αὐτῷ κιτιλ. : Cyr. 
8.7.2: Herod. 6. 131: Plut. Mor. 109 ο ἰδεῖν ὄψιν τοιάνδε: 
δόξαι κ.τ.λ. 

I should therefore be inclined to conjecture that P. 
wrote something like the following: in 21. 1 ἰδεῖν « ὄψιν" 
ἔδοξεν: ἐπιστάντα, and in 30. 3 μαθητὴς εἶδεν ὄνειρον" 

« ἔδοξεν: ἐσπτῆναι. Possibly we might dispense with 
ἔδοξεν in both places. 

___ [I have since found in Diog. L. 3. 1. 5 Swxparys ὄναρ εἶδεν 
κύκνου νεοττὸν ἐν τοῖς γόνασιν ἔχειν. This may tend to 
_ support the text of Pausanias, but the reading is hardly 
credible. One would conjecture ἐδόκει or ἔδοξε for εἶδεν, and 
_ this suggests reading δόξαι or δοκεῖν for ἰδεῖν and ἔδοξεν for 

εἶδεν in Pausanias. | 

7 ee 

- 

In 30. 4 we have another εἶδε which is somewhat puzzling. 
P. mentions the tower of Timon the misanthrope, πύργος 

_ Tipwvos, ὃς μόνος εἶδε μηδένα τρόπον εὐδαίμονα εἶναι γενέσθαι 
πλὴν τοὺς ἄλλους φεύγοντα ἀνθρώπους. Two reasons show 
εἶδε to be wrong: (1) that the infinitive after it is extremely 
questionable, (2) that it would commit Pausanias to agree- 

ing with Timon, for Timon could not see a thing to be 
_ so unless it was so. Coraes’ εἶπε would be worth adopting, 
_ if we could only deal with μόνος, which is as out of place 
as εἶδε. Is μόνος by chance a repetition of the final 

syllables of Ti-pwvos ? 

eer 

-- Jey TR 

1. 21. 2 τὴν δὲ εἰκόνα τὴν Αἰσχύλου πολλῷ τε ὕστερον τῆς 
τελευτῆς δοκῶ ποιηθῆναι καὶ τῆς γραφῆς ἣ τὸ ἔργον ἔχει τὸ 
Μαραθῶνι. 

Several MSS. omit καί. It is not quite certain that 
the words are wrong, re being perhaps misplaced, as it not 

unfrequently is, and as indeed is almost regular when it 

occurs with a preposition, But if we adopt τι (or τινί) for 
Pim RE οὐκ να 
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τε, aS is proposed, we might perhaps goon and read κατὰ τὴν 
γραφήν, understanding that the statue was taken from the — 
painting. The confusion of καί and xara is familiar. 

1. 24. 3 εἴτε αὑτοῖς ὄμβρου δεῆσαν ᾿Αθηναίοις, εἴτε καὶ τοῖς 
πᾶσιν Ἕλλησι συμβὰς αὐχμός. The nominative absolute 
cannot stand. Add or insert ἔτυχε to go with συμβάς. ΟἿ, 
note on 9. 1 above. | 

1. 24. 4 γράφω here, and in 29. 12 should, I think, be 
γράψω. Cf. Hitzig’s note on 2. 2. 7. 

1, 29. 3 ᾿Αθηναίους στασιάζοντας διαλλαγῆναι καὶ συνθεμένους 
ἔπεισε μεῖναι. 

Herwerden conjectured μὴ μνησικακῆσαι for μεῖναι. 
Read rather ἔπεισεν ἐμμεῖναι, which is the technical word. 
"AO. Πολ. 40. 2 and Xen. Hell. 2. 4. 43 (of the same 
events) have τοῖς ὅρκοις ἐμμένειν. 

1. 80. 3 τῇ προτέρᾳ νυκτὶ ἢ Πλάτων ἔμελλεν ἔσεσθαί ot 
μαθητής. 

Read ἔμελλε γενήσεσθαί. An ἔσεσθαι in the line before 
may have led to the mistake. In Plat. Rep. 502 D I have 
pointed out that ἐνέσονται is a blunder for ἐγγενήσονται. 

1. 39. 4 Ἐλευσῖνι δὲ ἤδη πλησιόχωρος καλουμένη Μεγαρίς. 
Surely «ἡ; καλουμένη : and make the same addition in 
3. 12. 10 <> καλουμένη Skids. κ and η often get confused 
through resemblance. In 5. 16. 1 read <> ἐργασία μὲν 
δή ἐστι τοῦ ναοῦ Δώριος, as in 5. 10. 2 τοῦ ναοῦ δὲ Δώριος μέν 
ἐστιν ἡ ἐργασία. 

2. 2. 1 οὐδεμία ἐστίν of μηχανὴ διαφυγεῖν τοῦ ὅρκου. 

It seems equally unsatisfactory to acquiesce in the 
genitive (Hitzig) and to omit it (Frazer after Herwerden). 
Probably P. wrote something like «τὴν δίκην: διαφυγεῖν 
τοῦ ὅρκου. 

2. 28. 2 στρεπτῆς καλουμένης ἐλαίας φυτόν, αἰτίου τοῦ 
περιαγαγόντος τῇ χειρὶ Ἡρακλέους ἐς τοῦτο τὸ σχῆμα. Some 
MSS. αἴτιον. 

For αἰτίου or αἴτιον read ἄξιον, comparing Class, Rev. 
14, 101, 
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2. 31. 1 τοὺς ἀποθανόντας seems to need the addition of 

_tovs ἄλλους or πάντας. The following clause I suppose to 
have run something like this : τό τε ἐκ λαβυρίνθου δυσεξόδου 
«σωθῆναι!» καὶ λαθόντα ἀποδρᾶναι κ.τ.λ. 

2. 82. 1 ἐκεῖνον « τὸν; Ἱππόλυτον. 

2. 84. 1 λουσαμένῳ δὲ ἐνταῦθα (in the hot spring) οὔτε ὕδωρ 
ἐστὶν ἐγγὺς ψυχρὸν οὔτε ἐμπεσόντα ἐς τὴν θάλασσαν ἀκινδύνως 
νήχεσθαι. 

Perhaps an infinitive, such as εὑρεῖν, should be inserted 
to govern ὕδωρ and match νήχεσθαι. 

3. 4. 3 τήν τε ἐν Δελφοῖς πρόμαντιν ὠνήσατο, Λακεδαιμονίοις 
αὐτὴν ὁπόσα αὐτὸς ἐδίδασκεν ἐς Δημάρατον χρῆσαι. 

χρῆσαι alone might have stood after ὠνήσατο, but hardly 
with αὐτήν added ; cf. below on 6. 5. 2. I imagine πείσας 
has been accidentally lost ; cf. 5 below, τῶν δώρων ἕνεκα 
ὧν τῇ προμάντιδι ἔδωκεν, ἀναπείσας ἐψευσμένα εἰπεῖν és 
Δημάρατον. 

. A ion 

4, 3.2 τοῖς δὲ καὶ μάλιστα ἤδη βεβαιοῦνται τὸν és τοὺς 
᾿Ασκληπιάδας λόγον, ἀποφαίνοντες ἐν Γερηνίᾳ Μαχάονος μνῆμα 
καὶ τὸ ἐν Φαραῖς τῶν Μαχάονος παίδων ἱερόν. 

Read οἷς for τοῖς with Bekker, but also change ἀπο- 
daivovres to ἀποφαίνονται, comparing Herod. 5. 45. 4 ταῦτα 
μὲν νῦν ἑκάτεροι αὐτῶν μαρτύρια ἀποφαίνονται. The words 
then mean ‘ And—what is their strongest evidence—they 
adduce,’ etc. In Plat. Rep. 430 Ε ἀποφαίνοντες should 
probably be restored for φαίνονται. 

4.11.8 Perhaps πείθομαι δὲ εἶναι καὶ αὐτοὺς (for αὐτὸς) 
᾿ πολλούς is all we want. The dead are contrasted with the 
wounded (rots τραύμασιν ἀπαγορεύοντες). 

4.12.2 πέμπουσιν ἄνδρας ἑκατὸν és ᾿Ιθώμην συνιδόντας ἃ 
μηχανῶνται. 

Read συνειδότας. 

Ibid. 4 ἔτεσι δὲ ὕστερον οὐ πολλοῖς ἀναφαίνειν τε καὶ ἐς τέλος 
ἄξειν ἔμελλεν ὃ θεός. 

Read ἀναφανεῖν and in 6 (ἐκφαίνουσα ἥκω καὶ παύσουσα) 
᾿ 9 a ἐκφανοῦσα. 
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4. 30. 5 "Αρτεμιν δὲ γυναικῶν ὠδῖσιν εἶναι φοβεράν. 
Read «ἐν!» γυναικῶν (probably written ἐγ γυναικῶν). So 

Eur. Bacch. 842 μὴ γελᾶν stands in the MS. for μὴ 
ἐγγελᾶν. 

5. 12. 7 τὸ δὲ ἤλεκτρον τοῦτο. ., σπανίζεται τὰ μάλιστα καὶ 
ἀνθρώπῳ τίμιον πολλῶν ἐστιν ἕνεκα. 

᾿Ανθρώπῳ here is absurd. Remembering that ἄνθρωπος 
was often represented in MSS. by the compendium ἄνος and 
was therefore liable to be confused with ἄλλος (cf. p. 245 and 
Cobet, N.L. p. 612), we may perhaps read ἄλλως or ἄλλων. 
Besides rarity many other things made amber valuable. 

5, 21. 5 Eiwddov δὲ ὕστερόν φασιν ᾿Αθηναῖον Κάλλιππον 
ἀθλήσαντα πένταθλον ἐξωνήσασθαι τοὺς ἀνταγωνιουμένους 
χρήμασι. 

Read ἀθλήσοντα, which in better Greek would have been 
ἀθλήσειν μέλλοντα. 

5. 24. 10 ποιεῖσθαι, following on ὀμνύουσι, should be 
ποιήσεσθαι, and we actually have φυλάξειν joined with it. 

6. 2.5 τὸν δὲ εἶναι παῖδα ᾿Απόλλωνος καὶ λαβεῖν μαντικήν 
φησιν ἐν dopatt νήσῳ κφ 

Something like παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ is wanted with λαβεῖν. Cf. 
9. 5. 8 Ἑρμῇ βωμόν φησιν ἱδρύσασθαι πρῶτον ᾿Αμφίονα" καὶ 
ἐπὶ τούτῳ λύραν παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ λαβεῖν. 

6. ὅ. 2 “γυναῖκας δὲ ἀπέδοτο καὶ παῖδας, μισθὸν εἶναι τὰ 
χρήματα τοῖς ξένοις. The accusative and infinitive can hardly 
stand thus; cf. above on 3. 4.3. Probably some word like 
βουλόμενος has been lost, or we might insert a ὡς Or ὥστε 
before μισθόν. 

6. 10. 2 καί οἱ τὸν πατέρα βοῆσαΐί φασιν, ὦ παῖ, τὴν ἀπ᾽ 
ἀρότρου. ἐπ᾽ for ἀπ’ would seem to me more likely. In 
Philostratus, who quotes the phrase Gymmn. 20, the MSS. 
vary between ἐπί and ἀπό. 

6, 13. 4 Mr. Frazer. changes ὡς to ὅπως av. Should we 
not be content with ὡς «ἄν!» ἢ 

6. 18. 3 Change ἐργάσασθαι to ἐργάσεσθαι after ἠπείλει 
and again after κατομόσασθαι : cf. on 5. 24. 10 above. 



PAUSANIAS VII 257 

7. 8. 7 Keeping ἐν λόγοις with the MSS., I should 
conjecture that an οὐκ has been lost before those words. 
'Philip’s defeat was real and decisive, not nominal and 
wumbiguous, A similar antithesis is found in the ἔργῳ μέν 
and κατὰ μέντοι τοῦ λόγου τὸ εὐπρεπές at the beginning of 
the two §§. 
_ The μέν after δεήσεσι in 8 cannot be right. Μήν would 
however be strange, and μέντοι very awkward after the 
μέντοι just preceding. 

7.9. λαμβάνειν τε αὐτοὺς καὶ ἐν τῷ ᾿Αχαϊκῷ ὑπέχειν τὰς 
κρίσεις. 

_ The sense needed appears to be that, whether as 
‘prosecutors or defendants, they should appear in a federal 
‘court. If so, ἐν τῷ ̓ Αχαϊκῷ must be put earlier or later so 
as to go with both verbs. 

7. 11. 7 ὑπισχνοῦνται δέκα ταλάντων δόσιν, ἦν σφισιν 
ἐπικουρεῖν ᾿Αχαιοὺς ἄγῃ. 

Probably ἀγάγῃ. st adduxerit, if he shall have brought. 

7, 18. 8 καὶ Μεναλκίδᾳ μὲν τέλος τοιοῦτον ἐγένετο, ἄρξαντι 
ἐν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ νῷ τότε μὲν Λακεδαιμονίων .., πρότερον δὲ ἔτι 
τοῦ ᾿Αχαιῶν ἔθνους... 

For the corrupt ἐν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ νῷ various conjectures have 
‘been made, of which Madvig’s ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ ἐνιαυτῷ or ἐντὸς 
“ἐνιαυτοῦ seems the best. Now in 8. 16. 5, where it is said 
‘of a door made to shut of itself that οὐ πολὺ ἐπισχοῦσα 
συνεκλείσθη δι’ ὀλίγης, Prof. J. E. B. Mayor has very happily 
‘emended δι᾽ ὀλίγης to δι᾿ ἑαυτῆς (EAYTHS OAITHS). This 
‘suggests the reverse corruption here, ἐντὸς ὀλίγου (xpd)vov. 

“πο 

' 

7. 14. 6 τὸ μὲν δὴ ἄνδρα βασιλέα καὶ πόλιν ἀνελέσθαι 
᾿ πόλεμον καὶ μὴ εὐτυχῆσαι συνέβη φθόνῳ μᾶλλον ἔκ του δαιμόνων 
j τοῖς πολεμήσασι ποιεῖ TO ἔγκλημα. 

holars to ποιεῖ 7d. ἸΠοιεῖσθαι ἔγκλημα, as in 1, 13, 2, ete. 
(compared. by Hitzig),=éyxaAeiv and can only be used of 
persons. Ποιεῖν (τὸ) ἔγκλημα means to cause, entarl, etc. a 
‘reproach and is alone applicable to things and events, as 
here. 

. It is surprising that ποιεῖται has been preferred by good 

( 

home Se? 

5 
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With συνέβη we miss some limiting word like ποτέ. 
P. cannot mean that failure in war is usually due to divine 
φθόνος. 

tae’ ἐποιεῖτο σπουδὴν εἰ ἐπιθεὶς αὐτὸς πέρας τῷ ΑΝ 
φανῇ πρὶν ἢ Μόμμιον ἐς τὴν Ἑλλάδα ἀφῖχθαι. 

φθάνῃ has been conjectured and adopted, but we require 
the optative φθαίη. The deliberative subjunctive is wholly 
out of place. φθαίη lost its @ and was then corrected to 

φανῇ. | 
7. 16. 4 In ὅμοιος ἢ καί omit ἤ or change it to ὡς. 

7. 24.10 ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὀχετῶν κατασκευῆς, καὶ εἰ δή τι 
ἄλλο ἐπὶ ὕδατος ῥοαῖς προάγει, καὶ τούτων συνδεῖ τὰ διεσπα- 
σμένα. 

I have thought of προεάγη, but it does not quite convince 
me. Of. 13 κατεάγη. In the latter place I take ἰδέα to be 
an accidental repetition of the word ἰδέαν, and it therefore 
stands for something quite different. 

8. 1. 1 τὰ δὲ és ᾿Επίδαυρον καὶ Τροιζῆνά τε καὶ Ἑρμιόνα ὃ 
κόλπος ἐστὶν ὃ ᾿Αργολικὸς καὶ ὅσα ἐπιθαλάσσια τῆς ᾿Αργείας. 

Hither καὶ ὅσα... . ᾿Ἀργείας should follow Ἑρμιόνα, as 
Mr. Frazer’s translation suggests, or we might perhaps read 
καὶ <€s> ὅσα. 

8. 1. 4 εἰκὸς δὲ ἔχει τοῦ Adyoux.t.rA. Read «τὸ» εἰκὸς δέ. 
Cf. 12. 7 τοῦ λόγου τὸ εἰκός. 

8, 7. 3 ὡς μηδὲ τοῦτο τὸ ὕδωρ ἀργὸν εἶναι ἀλλά σφισι λουτρὰ 
θερμά. 

Something like παρέχειν is wanted with the last words. 

8. 8. 3 πρόνοιαν περὶ αὑτῶν τοιάνδε ἐλάμβανον, 

Probably ὑπόνοιαν. Πρόνοιαν is quite inappropriate. 

8. 24. 11 Change δέ after γεγόνασι to yap. 

8. 36. 5 ὃν οὐδὲ τυραννοῦντα ἀφείλοντο μὴ ἐπονομάσαι 
χρηστόν. 

The active ἐπονομάσαι can hardly be right. Read ἐπωνο- 
μάσθαι. Cf. 52, 2 ἀφείλετο εὐεργέτην μὴ ὀνομασθῆναι. 
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_ 8. 37. 5 Add φάμενος, or an equivalent, to govern 
Ἢ 6 εοὺς K.T.A. 

8. 42. 7 és πλέον τιμῆς ἢ τὰ πρότερα τὴν Δήμητρα ἦγον. 

Probably ἐν πλέονι τιμῆς. Cf. Frazer’s critical note to 
36. 6. “Ayew τινὰ ἐν τιμῇ is the regular phrase and very 
frequent in Pausanias (Hitzig ad 1. 5. 3), whereas és τιμὴν 
ἄγειν would give ἄγειν quite another sense. 

᾿ς 9. 1. 4 ἐκ μέν ye τοῦ ἐμφανοῦς πόλεμος πρὸς τοὺς Θηβαίους 
οὐκ ἦν συνεστηκώς, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ Πλαταιεῖς μένειν τὴν εἰρήνην σφίσιν 
“ἔφασαν... Θηβαῖοι δὲ x.7.d. 

_ The δέ with Θηβαῖοι does not answer to the μέν after ἐκ, 
‘but to a μέν which we should insert after Πλαταιεῖς and 
which fell out through μένειν following it. With ἀλλά we 
‘require the two parallel clauses, giving the views of the 
two parties. The antithesis to ἐκ μέν ye τοῦ ἐμφανοῦς is, as 
often, not expressed. 

10. 4. 2 ὕὑπῃει τε ἐπῶν ἡμᾶς τῶν Ὁμήρου μνήμη. 

ὕπήει may be right, but ἐπήει would be much more 
sual. Cf. on 22. 4. 

10. 12. 2 Δήλιοι δὲ καὶ ὕμνον μέμνηνται τῆς γυναικὸς és 
Ἀπόλλωνα. 

_ An accusative with μιμνήσκομαι speak of is so rare that 
probably we should read ὕμνου. 

10. 22. 4 ταῖς δὲ od μετὰ πολὺ ὑπάρξειν τὸ χρεὼν ἔμελλεν H 
ε ἀσιτία καὶ ἡ ἀνπνία. 

ὑπάρξειν should be ἐπάξειν. Cf. 2. 6 ᾽οΟνομάρχῳ μὲν τέλος 
od βίου τοιοῦτον ἐπήγαγεν 6 δαίμων. 

10. 24. 3 ταῦτα ἡμεῖς ἀκούσαντές τε καὶ ἐπιλεξάμενοι τοὺς 
’ ἰδέ δὲ ὑδέ 39 A λό ῳ > (ὃ ¥ Ἁ μούς, ἰδίᾳ δὲ οὐδένα αὐτῶν λόγον οὔτε ἐς πατρίδα οὔτε περὶ 

ἡλικίας Ὁμήρου γράφομεν. 

5.2 
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Read οὐδένα αὐτῶν λόγον «ποιούμενοι; and probably 
γράψομεν. Cf. above on 1. 24. 4. ᾿ 

10, 26. 9 παιδίον δὲ ἐν τοῖς γόνασιν ἔχει γυμνόν" τὸ δὲ τὴν 
χεῖρα ὑπὸ δείματος ἐπίπροσθε τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν πεποίηται. 

Insert ἔχον before πεποίηται. So 29. 1 πεποίηται πλέκων. 
At present τὴν χεῖρα has no construction. 

10. 28. 1 καὶ ἀμυδρὰ οὕτω δή τι τὰ εἴδη τῶν ἰχθύων, σκιὰς 
μᾶλλον ἢ ἰχθῦς εἰκάσεις. 

This construction (which is curiously like our own, ‘so 
faint, you would think them shadows’) need not be 
doubted. Pausanias’ master, Herodotus, has (3. 12. 2) αἱ 
δὲ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων (κεφαλαὶ) οὕτω δή τι ἰσχυραί, μόγις ἂν λίθῳ 
παίσας διαρρήξειας. Cf. also 1Ὁ. 108, 3. 

10. 30. 2 Insert καί before ᾿Α φροδίτην μέν. Perhaps the 
ναι Of διδαχθῆναι caused the loss. Again in ὃ καί seems to 
have been lost before the κατ᾿ οὗ κατεαγότες, unless it is a 
δέ that has been omitted. 

10. 36. 7 6 μὲν μέλας αὐτοῦ χωρεῖται ἀνθρώποις καὶ ἔστι 
γαστρὶ καθάρσιον. 

In default of evidence for χωρεῖσθαι we may read χωρεῖ τε 



EROTICI GRAECI 

ACHILLES TATIUS. 

1 1. 1 Σιδὼν ἐπὶ θαλάττῃ πόλις, ᾿Ασσυρίων ἡ θάλασσα 
κιτιλ. 

The article with θάλασσα and with other substantives 
following shows, what is fairly clear in itself, that we 
should read <> πόλις. θαλάττῃ absorbed it. So in 1. 8. 4, 
a very similar sentence, ὃ has disappeared before ὅρμος 
(Cobet). Cf. also ὃ 2 Eipomys ἢ ἡ γραφὴ k.T.A. 

1. 1. 7 μικρὸν ὑποκεχηνυῖαι τὸ στόμα, ὥσπερ ἀφήσειν ὑπὸ 
φόβου μέλλουσαι καὶ βοήν. 

_ Perhaps «φωνὴν;"3" ἀφήσειν or something similar. 
Otherwise καί is strange. 

. 1. 2. 2 τὰ ἐμὰ μύθοις ἔ ἔοικε.᾽ “My κατοκνήσῃς .«᾽ ἔφην " 
ταύτῃ μᾶλλον joey, εἰ καὶ μύθοις ἔ ἔοικε.᾽ 

now? noes ἴ 

1. 10. 4 ἐκπλήξεις should be ἐκπλήσσεις. The mistake is 
far oftener the other way. 
] a ᾿ς Ibid. 7 κἂν μὲν προσκαρτερῇ, ἐπίσχες τὴν βίαν"... ἐὰν δὲ 
᾿μαλθακώτερον ἤδη θέλῃς, κιτ.λ. 

Perhaps ἐὰν δὲ μαλθακωτέραν ἤδη βλέπῃς. 
τ νῶν 

ae: 
Extt, 4 φοβοῦμαι ph... τὸ εὐτύχημα ... ἐπιτρίψῃ με 

᾿ πρὸς ἔρωτα πλείονα. 

ἐπιρρέψῃ, ἐπιρρίψῃ, Or ἐπιτρέψῃ | 
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Ibid. 8 θέλω μὲν σοὶ δικάσαι, πάτερ (give gudgment in your 
favour), ἀλλ᾽ ἀντίδικον ἔχω χαλεπώτερον. 

Surely ἔχεις. 

2. 34. 5 τὸ δὲ οἰκτρότερον, τὰς χεῖρας wpeyé μοι K.T.A. 

7. 3, 8 τὸ δὲ χαλεπώτερον, .. . τοὺς ἑκατὸν χρυσοῦς λαβόντες 
τὸν μὲν ἀφῆκαν κ.τ.λ. . 

I cannot doubt that these are cases of the common 
confusion of comparative and superlative terminations (e. ¢ 
Charito 5. 1. 2 and cf. below on Heliodorus 8. 9). Cf. 3. 
23. 1 τὸ δ᾽ οὖν κοινότατον, προσπεσὼν κατησπαζόμην : 8. 11. ὃ 
τὸ δὲ μέγιστον, οὐδὲ εἶδον τὸ παράπαν κ-τ.λ. : Longus 2. 18 τ 
τε μάλιστα ἀνακτησόμενον αὐτόν, φίλημα tthe μελιτῶδες : 
Charito 1. 2. 3, ete. The comparative does indeed occur, 
but with some additional word like τούτου : Char. 5. 10. 4 
καί, TO τούτου χαλεπώτερον, οὐκ οἶδα K.T.A. 5. 1. 5 καί, τὸ τῆς 
δουλείας μοι βαρύτερον, ἐφιλήθην. 

2. 35. 2 ῥᾷον δ᾽ ἂν εἴποι viv ἤτοι ὡς κοινωνὸν ἔρωτος εὑρών. 

The puzzling ἤτοι may possibly be only a dittograph of 
εἴποι. 

2. 37. 2 ἠράσθη «ποτὲ Ζεὺς; μειρακίου Φρυγός ἵἿ 

Ibid. 6 καὶ διὰ τοῦτο μὲν ἔχει τὸ σῶμα ἐν τοῖς ἀγκαλίσμασιν, 
ἐν δὲ ταῖς σαρξὶν ὅλως ἐνηρμοσμένον, καί πως ἐγκείμενον 
περιβάλλει τὴν ἡδονήν. 

Before μέν I miss ἃ predicative adjective or participle, 
and again before zws an adverb. 

3. 8. 5 τῇ λαιᾷ προβέβληται τὸ κέρας ὠθῶν. : 

Probably τὴν λαιάν. Frogs 201 οὔκουν προβαλεῖ τὼ 
χεῖρε κἀκτενεῖς ; 

3. 16. 8 οὐ τὸν θάνατον ὀδύρομαί σου μόνον ... ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι 
ταῦτα σῶν ἀτυχημάτων παίγνια, «0:4 τὺ ὅτι σε ζῶσαν ἀνέτεμον 

. ὅτι σου τῆς γαστρὸς τὰ μυστήρια ἐμέρισαν καὶ τὴν ταφὴν 
κακοδαίμονι βωμῷ καὶ σορῷ. 

Correct first ταῦτα to τοιαῦτα : then καὶ τὴν ταφήν, which 
makes no sense, to κατὰ τὴν ταφήν by way of burial. 

3. 20. 1 ἅμα δέ should perhaps be ἅμα δή. 
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3. 25. 5 ἔοικεν ὃ ὄρνις (the phoenix) ἀποδημοῦντι βασιλεῖ 
Kat τὴν πόλιν οὐ πλανᾶται τὴν Ἡλώου. 

Perhaps οὐ πλανᾶται <Lytav>, <mpooirtapevos>, or 
_ some other participle. 

_ 4, 4. 7 ἀνὴρ Ἕλλην ἐνέθηκε τὴν κεφαλὴν κατὰ μέσην τοῦ 
᾿ θηρίου τὴν κεφαλήν: 6 δὲ ἐλέφας ἐκεχήνει καὶ περιήσθμαινε τὸν 
᾿ ἄνθρωπον ἐγκείμενον. 

ΠΑ οἸθδν case, if ever there was one, of a word accidentally 
_ repeated in place of another which was really intended. 

The second κεφαλήν is a blunder for γένυν. It is curious 
_ that the same word is probably concerned in a similar 
ss blunder in Ar. Vesp. 1033 ἑκατὸν δὲ κύκλῳ κεφαλαὶ κολάκων 

᾿ οἰμωξομένων ἐλιχμῶντο περὶ τὴν κεφαλήν, for I hold that 
_ Bentley was right in substituting γλῶτται for κεφαλαί. 
_ The flatterer’s tongue is just the thing to be specified. 

4, 15. 2 “μὴ Γοργίας, εἶπον, ‘ «ὧν!» τυγχάνεις t 

5. 8. 8 ἡ δὲ οὔτε ἕστηκεν οὔτε πέπτωκεν ἀλλ᾽ ἐδείκνυ ῥοπὴν 
μέλλοντος πτώματος 

Write pluperfects for perfects, as in 6. 3: 8, 3, etc. 
_ Xen. Eph. 1. 8. 1 needs the same change. 

5. 12. 3 «ἐκείνην: τὴν ἡμέραν ? 

6. 1.3 τὴν ἐσθῆτα ταύτην φύλαττε μνήμην. 

Is such a use οὗ μνήμη established? ‘The references in 
L. and 8. prove nothing. Perhaps μνῆμα or μνημεῖον. 

6. 3. 4 κόρην ἐωνησάμην . . . χρῆμά τι κάλλους ἄπιστον. 
οὕτως αὐτὴν πιστεύσειας ἀκούων ὡς ἰδών. 

Perhaps ἄν should be added to πιστεύσειας, believe or you 
may believe. The simple optative is too much of a prayer. 

7. 4. 2 ἔργον needs an article. 

8. 6. 15 πρὸς ταῦτα παρασκευάσασθε πῶς ἂν αὐτοὶ σχῆτε 
τύχης. | 

μὲ x > \o»” 7 ὅπως ἂν αὐτοὶ ἔχητε 

8. 9. 12 In τὸν αὐτόν omit τόν. 
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8. 10. 4 ὑπερτεθαύμακα τί τοσοῦτον ἴσχυσε πρίασθαι πρὸς 
τὴν τοσαύτην σπουδήν... ὁπότερά σε τούτων ἐωνήσατο ; 

πρίασθαι seems to lack an object. Does not the second 
sentence suggest that the last letters of ἴσχυσε have 
absorbed ‘the pronoun, and that we should read ἴσχυσέ 
<oe> πρίασθαι!ϊ! For τοσοῦτον ἴσχυσε with infinitive cf. 
Xen. Eph. 3. 2. 13 τοσοῦτον ἠδυνήθην τὸ σῶμα διασῶσαι. 

8. 11. 3 οὐδὲ εἶδον τὸ παράπαν οὔτε E€vov οὔτε πολίτην 
ἥκειν « βουλόμενον» εἰς ὁμιλίαν 4 ' 

8. 12. 2 doce ἀεὶ παραμενεῖν καὶ τὴν πρὸς ἄνδρας ὁμιλίαν 
«ἂν!» φυγεῖν ! 

i, 

Loncus. 

Prooem. 1. θέαμα εἶδον κάλλιστον ὧν εἶδον. 

The second εἶδον should no doubt be οἶδα. ΟἿ, on 8. 28, 5 
below and on Ach. T. 4. 4. 7. 

2. 15. 3 ἀνθ᾽ ὧν ἀξιοῦμεν ἄγειν τοῦτον, πονηρὸν ὄντα αἰπόλον, — 
ὃς ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάττης νέμει τὰς αἶγας ὡς ναύτης. ᾿ 

10 is difficult to make any sense of the last words. Read 
ὡς ναύτην and join it with ἄγειν τοῦτον. As he is a bad 
goat-herd, they will take and make a sailor of him. 

3.14. 3 τὸ «τοῦ; ἔρωτος πικρόν 4 

3. 25. ὅ Earth (that is, an echo) μιμεῖται καὶ αὐτὸν συρίτ- 
τοντα τὸν Πᾶνα’: ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας ἀναπηδᾷ καὶ διώκει... οὐκ ἐρῶν 
τυχεῖν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τοῦ μαθεῖν τίς ἐστιν ὃ λανθάνων μαθητής. 

μαθητής is ποῦ a very appropriate word. Presumably 
Longus wrote μιμητής (observe μιμεῖται just before) and it 
has been altered under the influence of μαθεῖν. Cf. note 
above on Prooem. 1. ηὗρεν and ηὑρέθη in 4. 25. 3 are 
perhaps another case of the same thing. 

& 

3.31. 2 ounv ... προσλαβεῖν seems to need the addition 
of something like δεῖν. This is however a moot point in 
many places. See Buttmann’s Midias, Hixc. v., Riddell’s 
Apology, 148, ete. 

4. 14, 2 Add 6 (probably before τῶν αἰγῶν) to αἰπόλος. 
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XENOPHON EPHESIUS. 

1. 1.1 μέγα τι χρῆμα κάλλους οὔτ᾽ ἐν Ἰωνίᾳ οὔτ ἐν ἄλλῃ γῇ 
πρότερον γενομένου. 

— Surely γενόμενον. 

1. 3. 7 The beautiful Antheia was sometimes mistaken 
‘for Artemis, τῶν μὲν ὑπ’ ἐκπλήξεως τὴν θεὸν εἶναι λεγόντων, 
τῶν δὲ ἄλλην τινὰ ὑπὸ τῆς θεοῦ περιποιημένην (510). 

Should we read ἀπὸ τῆς θεοῦ παραπεποιημένην, a little 
litered? It is flat, but I do not see how anything with 

nv τινά can be otherwise. Some larger change may be 

1. 6. 2 ἀμφοτέρους pia νοῦσος ἔχει, λύσις ἔνθεν ἀνέστη. 

_ But the λύσις ---ἴο mention one objection only—is in the 
future, and ἀνέστη cannot refer to the future. Perhaps 
we may put a full stop after ἔχει and make νοῦσος the 
bject of ἀνέστη. ‘Its source will be its cure,’ 2.6. love. 

1. 9. 8 ὑμεῖς ἀεὶ βλέποιτε ταὐτά, ποῦ ταῦτα. 

2.11. 5 δέομαι σοῦ... ., ἂν ἀποκτείνῃς, κἂν ὀλίγον θάψον 
με κιτιλ. 

_ Read perhaps something like κἂν ὀλίγον «χαρίσασθαι:». 
θάψον pe «.7.X. 

4, 2.8 ηὔχετο. . . σῶσαι «τὸν θεὸν» αὐτόν ἵ 

4, 8. 8. ὦ μεγίστη θεῶν, «μέχρι μὲν νῦν ἁγνὴ μένω λογιζο- 

Herod 3. 95 is the only place cited for the present 
passive, though perfect and aorist passive are more frequent. 
Should we read νομιζομένη Cf. 3. 11.5 ἱερὰ τῆς Ἴσιδος 

γομιζομένη. 
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CHARITON, 

1. 1. 4 ᾿Αφροδίτης ἑορτὴ δημοτελής, καὶ πᾶσαι σχεδὸν αἱ 
γυναῖκες ἀπῆλθον εἰς τὸν νεών. ᾿ 

Are the first words right without an ἦν 

1. 2. 3 ὁπόσον for πόσον ? 

1. 7. 1 λέγων πρὸς ἑαυτόν, ᾿Αλλ’ ἐγὼ κινδυνεύω. .. ἐξὸν 
πλουτῆσαι παρὰ μιᾶς νεκρᾶς. 

Should not this be made a question? I have the same 
doubt about 1. 11. 6 μόνοι γὰρ ὑμεῖς οὐκ ἀκούετε τὴν rohuTpay- 
μοσύνην τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων, and 6. 1, 5 τί δὲ ἂν πάλιν ὀργ 
Χαιρέας ; πάλιν τάφος. é 

1. 12. 2 ὡς <dv> μόνος λῃστής 1 

1. 14. 7 Callirrhoe wishes she had been left in her tomb. 
She is more lonely now. τίνα δὲ ἐνταῦθα καλέσω ; γιγνώσκεις. 
τύχη βάσκανε, διὰ γῆς καὶ θαλάσσης τῶν ἐμῶν κακῶν οὐκ 
ἐπληρώθης. 

There is no one for γιγνώσκεις to be addressed to, and it 
makes no sort of sense. De corrigendo γιγνώσκεις alii 
videant, says Hercher. When we notice that διὰ γῆς καὶ 
6. is rather deficient in construction—for it goes poo 
with οὐκ ἐπληρώθης and desiderates a verb of motion—it 
occurs to us that γιγνώσκεις perhaps conceals something 
that will help. Is διώκουσα possible ἢ 1 

3. 4. ὃ τίς otdev εἰ χρεΐα γένοιτο καὶ δικαστῶν ; ; 

The simple optative can hardly be right. ἄν may well 
have fallen out after οἶδεν. This would give us another 
example of the idiom οὐκ οἶδ᾽ ἂν εἰ, etc. found in a very few 
places, e.g. Eur. Alc. 48: Dem. 45. 7: Isaeus 11. 44: and 
restored in one or two (e.g. Isaeus 9. 8) by conjecture. See 
Cobet N.D. 586. 

3. 9.5 Should not τίνες εἰσίν be ἦσαν, as in 2? 

Ibid. 11. καθάπερ οὖν νέφος ἢ σκότος ἀπεκάλυψε τῆς ψυχῆς 
Διονύσιον. : 

Hercher pronounces this corrupt in a way that might 
suggest its being almost hopeless. There may no doubt 
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be something more deeply wrong with the passage, but it 
will give a quite fair sense, if we simply read Διονυσίου, 

_ *he removed as it were a cloud or darkness from the mind 
οὗ Dionysius.’ 

3.10.1 προστάξας δὲ Φωκᾶν ... διηγεῖσθαι. 

Surely the accusative is again wrong and should be 
Φωκᾷ, as in 4. 3, 7: 5. 2.5, ete. 

4. 6. 1 ἐπεδήμει .. . ὃ Λυδίας καὶ ᾿Ιωνίας ὕπαρχος Φαρνάκης, 
ὃς δὴ καὶ μέγιστος εἶναι δοκεῖ τῶν ὑπὸ βασιλέως καταπεμπο- 
μένων ἐπὶ θάλατταν. 

It is just possible that εἶναι is here imperfect, appears to 
have been the most mportant, but much more likely that 
δοκεῖ, as in various other places, is a mistake for ἐδόκει, was 
considered. Cf. 5. 2.2 ᾿Αρταξάτην τὸν εὐνοῦχον ὃς μέγιστος 
ἣν παρὰ βασιλεῖ, and the same in 6, 2, 2. 

4. 7.6 ὡς would have been more easily lost after μέγεθος 
a Hercher’s οἷα or Cobet’s are. 

5. 5. 4 of μὲν γὰρ κ.τ.λ. 

_ It is difficult to see any sense in γάρ. The sentence 
might follow on τῶν διαβολῶν, or, better, on ῥημάτων. 

5. 6. 8 ἡ δὲ σὴ τύχη, βασιλεῦ, ἄξιον ὄντα κατέστησε. 

Are some words like κριτήν σε missing? The sentence 
can hardly refer only to his being king, and even then the 
meaning would be imperfectly expressed. Cf. perhaps on 

_ Ach. Tat. 8. 10. 4. 

᾿ς ὅ, 7.1 πρὶν <av> ἀκούσῃς ! 

: . 5. 9. 8 Dionysius did his best, ro δὲ παράδοξον τῆς 

συμφορᾶς καὶ τὸν ἀνδρεῖον ἐκστῆσαι δυνατώτατον ὑπῆρχεν. 

Why should we have the superlative δυνατώτατον ἢ It is 
not at all the natural Greek expression. I suspect the two 

adjectives have exchanged terminations. Chariton wrote 

καὶ τὸν ἀνδρειότατον ἐκστῆσαι δυνατὸν ὑπῆρχεν. Each word 

_ gains by the correction. 
5. 10. 5 οὐδεὶς ὑμῶν ἐᾷ τοῖς βασιλείοις εἰσελθεῖν ; 

The dative is a difficulty. Hercher suggests προσελθεῖν 

but that use is poetical and not likely. Perhaps «τῶν ev> 
᾿ τοῖς βασιλείοις. 
i 

; 
4 
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6.3.9 ἐν θήρᾳ δ᾽ ἐνδιατρίβειν ἢ τοῖς βασιλείοις καὶ ἐγγὺς 
εἶναι τοῦ πυρός. 

Some comparative like κάλλιον or ἄμεινον should be added 
before 7. 

6. 4. 3 The king set forth for the chase in splendid 
attire: καθῆστο be “σοβαρός: ἔστι γὰρ ἴδιον ἔρωτος τὸ φιλό- 
κοσμον" ἤθελε δὲ μέσος ὑπὸ Καλλιρρόης ὁραθῆναι. 

Hercher rightly throws doubt on μέσος, which is very 
tame and pointless. Perhaps, as sometimes happens, the 
order of letters has got inverted, and μέσος = σεμος = σεμνός. 

7. 6. 8 γάμον οὐχ ὑπομένω. θάνατον εὔχομαι. 

Write ὑπομενῶ. So 5. 10. 7 οὐ περιμενῶ τέλος ἄδοξον: 
8. 3. 6 βασιλὶς γὰρ εἶ καὶ ἀεὶ διαμενεῖς (older edd. διαμένεις). 

8, 2. 7 ὡς δῆτα ἀναγκαῖον <dv> .. προκαταλαβεῖν Ἷ 

Perhaps unnecessary. 

8. 5. 11 ὥσπερ γάρ τις κεραυνοῦ πεσόντος... μὴ Tap χθείη. 7 

It is not av but εἰ (ὥσπερ yap <i> τις) that is wanting. 
Of course an idiomatic ἄν (ὥσπερ yap «ἄν εἴ! τις) may 
have been omitted too. 

HELIODORUS. 

1. 4 καὶ ἦν δόξης οὐκ ἐκτὸς τὸ γινόμενον" δουλεύειν ὃ x 
ἐφαίνετο K.T-AX. 

It seems impossible to make any good sense of δόξης οὐκ, 
ἐκτός, and Bekker proposes to omit οὐκ. This would give 
the very suitable meaning of παρὰ δόξαν or παράδοξον, “but 
how did οὐκ get in? Can it stand for γοῦν, a word of 
which H. is decidedly fond ? 

1. 7 ἢ καὶ αὐτὸ ἔμπνουν μετῆχθαι τὸ ἄγαλμα διὰ τῆς κόρης 
ὑπ᾽ ἀγροικίας εἴκαζον. 

διὰ τῆς κόρης Seems often misunderstood. It cannot be 
joined with εἴκαζον as though διά meant by reason of: that. 
would be διὰ τὴν κόρην. H. does not confuse the uses: 
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διὰ τῆς κόρης can only mean in the person of the girl. Cf. 
such a passage as Plat. Rep. 607 D ὅταν δι’ Ὁμήρου θεωρῇς 
αὐτήν (1.6. poetry). 

1.19 προσήκειν ἡγούμενος τὸν οὕτω δὴ καλῶς ἐξηγούμενον 
‘K.T.X. . 

_ Bekker again proposes simply to omit οὕτω δή, but who 
would insert such words for nothing? Perhaps they are 
out of their place and should precede προσήκειν, being more 
or less explained by what follows. 

| Just before should we read εἴτε χρημάτων «ἦν!» νέμησις 
H. is however fond of understanding the parts of εἶναι. 

_ Ibid. τὴν κόρην . . . ἣν δυνατὸν ἐμαυτῷ με δοῦναι βέλτιον παρὰ 
τοῦ κοινοῦ λαβεῖν ἡγοῦμαι: καὶ γὰρ εὔηθες τὴν αἰχμάλωτον 
: ιασάμενον ἀκόντων τι τῶν φίλων φαίνεσθαι διαπραττόμενον. 

_ I do not find any difficulty raised about the last sentence, 
but it seems so incredibly weak and pointless that I cannot 
“suppose it to be right. He wishes to have the girl formally 
‘granted him by general vote, for after using force to her wt 
would be silly to go against the wishes of one’s friends. 
What sense is there in this? Perhaps we should insert a 
‘negative. After not using violence to her it would be silly 
to do violence to the wishes of one’s friends. If he has 
‘spared her βία, a fortiort he will spare them. 
_ Read also δυνατὸν «ὄν, for δυνατόν cannot stand alone. 
So in 5. 12 ὅσα καὶ αἰτεῖν οἷδε καλόν, we need καλὸν <ov>. 

_ Half a dozen lines below one would think χάριν or ἕνεκα 
should be added to govern χρείας and σπορᾶς. 

1.29 οὐ yap ἐπιτρέψειν (1.6. ἔφη) αὐτῷ συμπλακῆναι τοῖς 
πολεμίοις ἀλλὰ διαδρᾶναι οἱ τὴν μάχην. 

ΒΥ of, which can hardly be right, I suggest ποι. οἱ is 
ondemned not only by the weakness of sense, but by the 
iatus. 

2. 6 ταῦτα δὲ ἔξεσται καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα «(ἀνα)» γιγνώσκειν | 

2. 9 θεοῦ τινος ἂν ἴσως δεήσειε φράζοντος. Probably 

φράσοντος. Near the end of ὃ 30 χρήσασθαι should be 
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. 16 “καὶ εἴγε σοι πατέρες (parents) εἰσὶν _ ἀπόκριναι» 
τῆς Ν᾿ ὁμολογούσης καὶ " εἴ ποτε ἦἧσαν᾽ εἰπούσης, " οὐκοῦν τὸν 
πατέρα σοι τεθνηκέναι νόμιζε ̓  ἔλεγε. 

‘I have parents if ever I had’ is devoid of sense and 
cannot be defended by Homer’s εἴ zor’ ἔην ye, Homeric in 
phrases as H. often is. The other explanation (Coraes), 
which makes the words a wish, breaks down on t 
consideration that in that case they should at any rate be 
εἰ εἶεν, if even that is possible Greek for ‘I hope I have.’ 
Certainly εἰ ἦσαν is ποῦ : it could only mean here ‘I wish Ἵ 
had, but I haven't.’ I conjecture that ei is a mistake for 
ὅτι, perhaps facilitated by εἰ occurring in the previous lings 

2.18 γὴν τέφραν... ὅσα γῆν ἐπιφορήσαντες. 

Should ὅσα be és? The only use οὗ ὅσα in which it é 
quoted as= ὡς is really very different, e.g. Xen. Hell. 6. 1. 
15 ixavos... νυκτὶ ὅσαπερ ἡμέρᾳ χρῆσθαι, and so often in 
Xenophon. But possibly we should be correcting Helio- 
dorus himself, not his copyist. 

2. 21 θαυμάσας ὃ Κνήμων “Ἕλλην be’ εἶπεν “ὁ ἕένος, F | 
πόθεν ;’ ὃ δὲ “ οὔτε Ἕλλην οὔτε ἕένος, ἀλλ᾽ ἐντεῦθεν Αἰγύπτιος." 

ὃ ξένος cannot be right, because (1) the man is spoken 
to, (2) the answer shows that ἕένος had been used in the — 
question antithetically to Ἕλλην. 7 has been sugges 
for 6. This gives us three alternatives, whereas otre-ote 
shows that only two were put. The answer also shows 
that the only possible third alternative would be Αἰγύπτιος, 
and therefore the generality of πόθεν is very unlikely. 
Without much confidence I should suggest Ἕλλην δὲ 
<el>, εἶπεν, ἢ ξένος ποθέν; With that the answer seems 
perfectly to fit. Perhaps ἤ got out of its place, and then 6 
was added. 

| 
2. 26 No doubt many ways might be thought of in 

which we could get rid of ἀπό in the verse 

ἴχνος ἀειράμενος ἀπ᾽ ἐϊστάχυος παρὰ Νείλου. 

The easiest and slightest change I can think of is to read 
dpa (ἄρ᾽), making the two lines a question, as for instangy 
in the oracle Herod. 1. 66 ᾿Αρκαδίην μ᾽ αἰτεῖς ; 
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2. 29 ταύτῃ τῇ γνώμῃ τίθεμαι should surely be ταύτῃ τὴν 
γνώμην τίθεμαι. 

2.31 πιστεύω δέ σε πάντα ἐμπεδώσειν τὰ ὡμιλημένα. 

᾿ τὰ ὡμιλημένα is explained to be ‘ what has passed between 
is,’ ‘the matter of our ὁμιλία, but I cannot find any 

parallel. The sense of trite, much used, etc. is very 
‘different. Did not H. write ὡμολογημένα, that you will 
keep the agreement? If oy fell out after oA, as it well 
Mnight, ὡμολημένα would naturally become ὡμιλημένα. So 
‘in fragment 181 (Kock) of Eupolis one MS. appears to 
have ὁμογεῖ for ὁμολογεῖ. Cf. below on 7. 15. 

3. 5 (end) ἄλλον πρὸς ἄλλην χρείαν τε καὶ διάνσιαν ὄντας 
ould of course be πρός with datives. So in 9. 12 read 

rpos θεραπείᾳ. . . ὄντας. 

3. 11 (speaking of a man obviously ill at ease) ὥστε καὶ 
Ϊ Ν a , , 5 >A καὶ Pa ε lel , 

ov Χαρικλέα καθεωρακότα ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τὸ ἀνώμαλον ἡσυχῆ πρός με 
π΄ ς ᾿Ν a , 5 > 9 εἰπεῖν ‘kat τοῦτον βάσκανος εἶδεν ὀφθαλμός. 

_ For the very obscure ἀλλ᾽ 7 Bekker mentions that δή 
'(Coraes) and αὐτοῦ have been conjectured. Naber in his 
valuable article on Heliodorus in Mnemosyne N.S. 1 sug- 
‘gests δηλαδή, But ἀλλ᾽ 7 occurs again a page or two 
further on in Ch. 12 ἀλλ᾽ ἢ καὶ αὐτὸς ἔοικα τῶν πολλῶν εἶναι, 
where it has also been altered, and it is most unlikely to 

θ᾽ a corruption in both places. I cannot help connecting 
‘the ἀλλ᾽ ἢ καὶ αὐτός of the second with ἀλλ᾽ 7 and καὶ τοῦτον 
in the first and wondering whether (cf. on 1. 19 above) 
ἀλλ᾽ ἡ has not got out of its place, and ought not to be put 
immediately before καὶ τοῦτον. Of its syntactical history 
and meaning I should not be sure. , 

3.14 For ταῦτα μέν, ὦ θειότατε, μεμύηκας Coraes wrote 
“ταῦτά με κιτ.λ. 

_ pe does seem needed, but, as μέν is quite in place too, 
why not put με before the verb, where the reason of its 

loss is plain ? 

| Compare this use of μυῶ with μυηθήσῃ at the beginning 
of 2. 32, where I think μαθήσει has been suggested. 
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Ibid. (of Homer) αὐτὸς μὲν τὸ ἔδιον οὐ λέγων, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ πόλιν 
ἢ γένος ὀνομάζων, τῶν δὲ ἐγνωκότων τὸ περὶ τὸ σῶμα πάθος 
(a hairy thigh) εἰς ὄνομα κρατησάντων. | 

The last word can hardly be right, and παρατρεψάντων ἢ 
has been proposed, but the words are far too unlike. 
Paley in more than one note on Aeschylus (e.g. P.V. 2) has 
noted a tendency for p to get added in Greek writing to 
some other consonants (Gp for 8 and so on). If we might 
suppose that to have happened here, we arrive very easily 
at καταστησάντων, which is a fairly applicable word. They 
‘made a name’ of it. 

4.3 of μὲν δὴ θεαταί, μετέωρος ἅπας ἐπὶ τὸ μέλλον καὶ 
3 , ἜΝ eet de Ν λέ “ ὃ , ε νὰ ἀγωνίας ἀνάμεστος, ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ πλέον, ἅτε δή μοι ὡς παιδὸς 
ὑπερφροντίζειν προῃρημένῳ. 

One’s first idea is that such a sentence must be very 
imperfect through omissions. On looking closer it is clear 
that ἅπας is in a sort of apposition to οἱ θεαταί (as πᾶς, οἵ 
πολλοί, ἔνιοι, etc. often are to plural words) and that — 
p. Téwpos is made to agree with it. The comma would be 
better away. The real difficulty is in po... προῃρημένῳ, 
which has no construction at all. I know no instance of 
προῃρημένον as an absolute accusative like εἰρημένον, δόξαν, 
and others ; but it would seem legitimate, and I therefore 
conjecture pou. . . προῃρημένον. ' 

4, 7 Towards the end of this long chapter the words καὶ 
Tas χεῖρας ὡς βρόχον ἐπάγουσα τῷ τραχήλῳ διαχρήσασθαι. 
ἠπείλει καὶ διώμνυεν are certainly incomplete. They mean — 
that she threatened to destroy herself, but we cannot 
simply insert ἑαυτήν in any of the possible places, because 
we should still have at least one hiatus, if not more, such as 
already exists after διαχρήσασθαι and serves as an additional 
proof of something wrong. It would seem therefore that — 
more than one word must be missing. 

4.16 ἔφθη τὴν ἀπόκρισιν ὃ Πύθιος. 

Here too one would think something lost, but one word 
will serve, 6.6. ποιησάμενος or δούς. 
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4. 18 (towards end) γυναῖκα ποιεῖσθαι should, I think, be 
γ-: ποιήσασθαι to match ἀπολαβεῖν. 

ποιῆσθαι would be the middle term between the two. 

Ibid. He rather resented being bound by an oath : οὐ γὰρ 
39 ὃ ,ὔ 5. / ’ “a , ’ὔ ἐπιδείξειν ἔχειν προαίρεσιν φόβῳ τοῦ κρείττονος κατηναγκάσθαι 

“γψομιζομένην. 

τὸ κρεῖττον Of course τε οἱ κρείττονες, the gods, and occurs 
two or three times in H. No doubt ἔχειν should be ἔχων : 
the exchange is not at all infrequent, and ἐπιδείξειν requires 
a participle. I am not clear as to the meaning of νομιζομένην, 

_ thought being hardly suitable here. Can it be accustomed? 
_ I know no parallel. 

5. 4 As far as I can see, the imperfects ἐπέτρεπεν, ἔμελλεν, 
ἢ ἐπέπλεκε at the beginning of the ch. are out of place and 
should be presents. But the corruption, if it is one, is 
very odd. éerpaywoe in 7. 6 ought also, I should say, to 
be ἐπιτραγῳδεῖ to match the ἐφίστησι which follows ; but 
that is a simpler matter. 

5. 14 γραφῇ yap ἔξεστο καὶ εἰς μίμημα ζῴων ἐκοιλαίνετο. 

Obviously ἐκεκοίλαντο to match ἔξεστο and ἐγέγραπτο 
following. It was not now being hollowed out. 

5. 27 (end) παρέστω should, I think, be περιέστω. Cf. 
περίσῳζε twelve lines above. 

5 Ν Ν » Ν A 4 5. 34 εἶδον... τὸν μὲν ἴσα Kal νεκρῷ προκείμενον. 

ἴσα καί takes the same case after as before it. Read 
᾿ ψεκρόν. 

” , / ἈΝ ’ 39 “a ‘ Ν 6. 1 ᾧμην νύκτωρ σοι μόνον τὴν δειλίαν ἐνοχλεῖν . .. σὺ δὲ 
dpa καὶ pel? ἡμέραν ἦσθα λίαν, ὡς ἔοικε, τολμηρός. 

One does not see how τολμηρός can be used ironically in 
the same sentence in which the man’s δειλία is openly 
named, and indeed the irony would in any case be 
extremely clumsy. The difficulty does not seem to have 

_ been pointed out. I conjecture that either τολμηρός is a 
blunder for ἀτόλμηρος, a word cited from Galen, or possibly 

- <ov> λίαν τολμηρός is to be read. 
T 
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6. 2 διαπορῶν προφάσεως ἐκ ποίας ὁ Κνήμων ἢ τίνος Koww- 
vias «:.γινώσκοι:» (Ὁ) ἢ τί πεπόνθοι πρὸς τοὔνομα τῆς Θίσβης. 

A few lines below in the words beginning ὃ δὲ γεννάδας 
there is plainly something lost, more than we can attempt 
to restore. 

Again in 6. 7, instead of reading οἷα for ὅτι ye as Bekker 
proposes, I would add a verb in the sense of I depart, and 
at the end of 7.15 a λέγουσα or something similar before 
ὡς οὐ βούλοιτο. ᾿ 

6. 7 (towards end) ὡς δὴ σοὶ φίλον, ἔφη. ' 

ὡς ἄν would be more usual (ἄν for δή). ᾿ 
᾿ 

7.15 διὰ τῶν ὀπῶν καθ᾽ ἃς διήνοικτο τῶν κλείθρων ἡ ἅλυσις. 

Can a chain be ‘opened’ through holes? We could 
understand ee 2 its being ‘ carried ’ through them, 
διενήνεκτο. Cf. on 2. 31 above. 

7. 20 ἀξία δ᾽ ἐστὶ παρὰ σοῦ φειδοῦς, cis τὰ δίκαια τῶν σῶν. 
πόθων οὕτως ἐκμεμηνυῖα. 

Saumaise τῷ σῷ πόθῳ, which makes hiatus with οὕτω and 
leaves the unintelligible δίκαια. Probably no adjective we 
could substitute for δίκαια would be satisfactory. Such an 
expression, for instance, as τὰ ἔσχατα Or τὰ ἀκρότατα τῶν 
σῶν πόθων, would hardly be Greek. Can H. have written 
anything like εἰς rade διὰ τῶν σῶν πόθων (or κατὰ τὸν σὸν, 
πόθον) οὕτως éxueuynvuia? Plurals like πόθων are Βοιηθῦϊηθθ 
used from Isocrates downwards to avoid hiatus. 

7. 21 εἰ μὲν οὖν ἔχεις γνώμης καὶ τελείως δρᾶσαι τὸ ἔργον. 

γνώμην 3 

7. 25 ἐπεὶ δὲ ἐκείνη te... σαλεύει κἀγώ... . προσδοκῶ 
κίνδυνον, λέγειν ἀναγκάζομαι, μὴ δή τινα ἐπικουρίαν τῇ yevvy- 
σάσῃ . - . ἐπινοήσειας. 

But she wants him to think of some means of helping 
her, and therefore μή appears to give exactly the wrong 
sense, to say nothing of the fact that the optative ἴδ᾽ 
strange. I cannot see how μή is possible here, In 9. 34 
μὴ πᾶν τοὐναντίον can be understood in the sense of μή and 
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“μήποτε as suggesting a possibility (Goodwin M.T. § 
265-269), and in 5. 2 οὐ μὴ μανῶ ; though certainly not 
Attic Greek for ‘am I not to go crazy?’ (μὴ μανῶ) is 
probably what H. wrote. But here it seems difficult to 
avoid the conclusion that μή is somehow a mistake for εἰ, 
he -μαι preceding may account for the μ: about ἡ and εἰ 

_ there is no difficulty. 

7. 24 πεπαύσθω λοιπὸν Θεαγένης δοῦλος ὧν καὶ θρυπτόμενος 
κατὰ δεσποίνης ἰδίας. 

καί may possibly be right as it stands, but I incline 
to think we should either omit it or read καὶ ταῦτα, which 
H. likes putting after the words it refers to (here δοῦλος ὦν). 
The first course gives the more logical sense. 

Possibly in 8. 13 καὶ ἤδη ταῦτα should be καὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἤδη. 

8. 3 (end) Is ὅπως -- πῶς really right? 

8. 9 (a fifth through) The comparatives τιμιωτέραν 
and εὐνουστέραν should almost certainly be superlatives. 

_ The confusion is really very common. Cf. above on Ach. 
T. 2. 34. 5. 

Ibid. (three-quarters through) οὐ yap δὴ δέος τὴν ἐνδιαιτω- 
μένην τῇ φλογὶ καὶ ἀπολιπεῖν βουλομένην. 

There is no construction in this until we turn the 
~ accusatives into datives. 

8. 11 ῥηιδίως μοίραις καὶ τἀδόκητα πέλει. 

_ There is nothing to show that Mitscherlich, Coraes, 
Bekker are not satisfied with this as a pentameter. Should 

_ we read the epic καί re, 1.6. καί τ᾽ ἀδόκητα! Possibly too 
the adverb with πέλει is not right. It is certainly unusual 

_ and we might read pid’ as. 

8.17 Αἰγύπτιόν τε ἀπὸ σφῶν ἕνα τὸν Kal περσίζοντα τὴν 
φωνήν... . καθέντες. 

Two persons are certainly meant. Perhaps therefore we 
_ should read Αἰγύπτιόν τε ἀπὸ σφῶν καὶ ἕνα τινὰ περσίζοντα Or 

ἀπὸ σφῶν ἕνα καί τινα. Coraes τὸν δέ for τὸν καί Indeed 
_ there are many alternatives. 

T 2 
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9.19 τὴν μάχην συμφερομένων. 

τῇ μάχῃ Bekker’s « εἰς» τήν involves a hiatus. 

10. 7 ἐξητάζετο needs an ἄν. 

10. 14 τὸ δὲ αὐτὸ καλὸν κἀγαθόν. Probably αὐτὸ δὲ τό. 

10. 22 ἕως ἂν τοῦτο γίνηται. ἕως being until, γένηται 
is indispensable. 

10. 80 τῶν σκελῶν δὲ ἄπρακτα σκαιρόντων καὶ εἰς κενὸν᾽ 
ἀερονομούντων καὶ τὴν ἧτταν ἀλυόντων. 

Can ἀλύειν be properly predicated of an animal’s legs 
and, even if it can, what is the construction of τὴν ἧτταν 
One may conjecture something like κατὰ (or ὡς κατὰ) τὴν 
ἧτταν ἀλύοντος Or ἀλύοντι. Possibly ἀλύων. 

10. 31 (almost at the end) The accusative λαβόντα must 
for grammar’s sake be λαβών. 

10. 32 (end) εἰ τὸ διαδρᾶναί pe τὴν ἱερουργίαν πάντως 
ἄφυκτον, χειρὶ γοῦν τῆς ηὑρημένης σοι νυνὶ θυγατρὸς κέλευε. 

An infinitive seems lost, ‘bid me be sacrificed. ’ i 
cannot very well be understood. 

More puzzling is the first clause, which my books do me 
call in question. ‘If my escaping sacrifice is unavoidable. 
One would think the editors saw no difference between 
escaping sacrifice and undergoing it. The most obvious 
remedy is to insert a μή befure διαδρᾶναι, but the double 
negatived sentence becomes extremely clumsy. Who 
would say that not escaping was inevitable, when he might 
say ‘escape is impossible’ or ‘death is inevitable’? Can 
H. have written something like dvevxrov, ‘past praying 
for’? διαδρᾶναι seems too apposite to be wrong. But 
a whole line may have been lost. 

aa 

Ἰ 

β 
' 

| 
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᾿ς In proposing a new treatment of certain apparent cases 
_ of ἄν with the future I had at first thought of calling at- 

¥ tention to those cases only to which I considered the new 
_ treatment applicable. But on consideration it seemed better 
_ in every way to start with something like a complete list 
_ of the passages in Attic Greek, so far as they are known to 

me, in which the occurrence of ἄν with a future tense is 
supported by evidence of real weight. It is only when we 
have all the passages before us that we can weigh properly 
the considerations bearing upon any single one or upon a 
few. We cannot with safety isolate this or that passage 
and treat it separately. It is the more desirable too 

_ to collect the passages here, because it does not seem to 
_have been done sufficiently in recent years. Goodwin 
_ (Moods and Tenses, 1889) gives very few of them and 
- Kihner (Gr. Gr. 2nd edn. 1870) a very incomplete list. 

_ Stahl (Quaest. Gramm. p. 23), from whom I have derived 
some assistance, gives only those passages where the MSS. 
appear to be unanimous. The opinion of scholars is still 
divided as to the legitimacy of the construction. In 
England, not to mention other names, Shilleto (on Demosth. 

19. 394 [342] and Thuc. 2. 80. 1 and 12), Riddell 
_ (‘Platonic Idioms’ § 58 8 in his Apology), and Jebb 

(Selections from the Attic Orators, note on Isaeus 1. 23) 
admit it. Goodwin seems to hesitate. Against it are great 

_ foreign names, like Madvig and Cobet. It was once 
thought that av could go with a present indicative or an 
imperative ; the time is probably coming when ἄν with a 
future in Attic will be considered almost equally out of the 
question. 
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From the following list a great number of cases where ἄν 
is found in MSS. with some form of the future are 
excluded. These fall into two classes. First come casesin » 
which, though there is MS. authority for it, there is 
greater MS. authority against it.1 Their evidence is how- 
ever worth something and should not be left out of sight 
altogether. I shall mention some of them subsequently. 
In the second place I have omitted the very numerous class 
of cases, in which the change of a letter or two gives us 
another tense in place of the future, and in which there is 
now a very general, though not universal, consent that the 
future is wrong. On such cases, many as they are, no 
judicious defender of ἄν with the future will venture to la rf 
stress (cf. Madvig, Adv. Crit. I. p. 167). Many, if not a 
of them are given up even by the scholars who maintain 
instances less easily corrected. Cases of this second class 
may be sub-divided as follows : 

(1) Confusion of future participle with first aorist parti- 
ciple. There are very many cases of this, e.g. Plat. Apol. 
30C ὡς ἐμοῦ οὐκ ἂν ποιήσοντος (read ποιήσαντος) ἄλλο, OF 
Thue. 6. 20. 2 οὐδ᾽ ἂν τὴν ἀρχὴν τὴν ἡμετέραν... -προσδεξομένας 
(read προσδεξαμένας) “Av with the future participle could 
have no different meaning in these cases from ἄν with the 
aorist participle, and the latter is a quite undoubted use. 
A very useful example of the corruption in question is” 
Demosth. 18. 168 ὡς οὐδ᾽ ἂν εἴ τι γένοιτο ἔτι συμπνευσόντων. 
ἂν ἡμῶν καὶ τῶν Θηβαίων (so Σ and apparently all other 
MSS.), where there can be no doubt as to συμπνευσόντων 
being wrong, because the future participle is cvpavevadpevos. — 
So κωλύσειν Ἅρπαλον. . καταπλεύσειν by error for καταπλεῦσαι 
in Dinarch. 3. 1. It is singular that Shilleto on Demosth: 
19, while reading οἱ δ᾽ ὁτιοῦν ἂν ἀργυρίου ποιήσαντες in ὃ 91 
[80], should have clung to τοὺς ὁτιοῦν ἂν ἐκείνῳ ποιήσοντας 
in ἃ 394 [349]. 

(2) Confusion of future infinitive with first aorist ᾿πῆπί- 
tive, e.g. Thue. 8. 71.1 νομίζων τὴν πόλιν οὐχ ἡσυχάζειν. oe 
εἴ τε στρατιὰν πολλὴν ἴδοι σφῶν, οὐκ ἂν ἡσυχάσειν (re 
probably ἡσυχάσαι). So perhaps Thue. 2. 80. 12: 5, 82. 5: 

1 Cf. Starkie’s note on pp. 420-1 of his Wasps. 
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8. 25. 5: Aeschin. 3, 169: Demosth. 20. 35 (where Cobet 
_ omits dv): Plat. Phaedr. 227 B οὐκ ἂν οἴει με... ποιήσεσθα 
(read ποιήσασθαι). 

_ (8) Confusion of future indicative with first aorist 
optative, e.g. Herod. 3. 12 μόγις ἂν λίθῳ παίσας διαρρήξεις 
(read διαρρήξειας or διαράξειας) : Thuc. 1. 140. 9 σαφὲς ἂν 

᾿ καταστήσαιτε, Where Vat. and other MSS. have καταστήσετε: 
Dinarch. 1. 109 πολὺ γὰρ ἂν δικαιότερον ἐλεήσετε (edd. 
ἐλεήσαιτε) τὴν χώραν : Lycurg. c. Leocr. 76 δικαίως ἂν αὐτὸν 

᾿ τιμωρήσεσθε (read τιμωρήσαισθε). 

_ (4) Confusion of future optative with first aorist optative, 
_ ¢.g. Lycurg. c. Leocr. 15 τούτων πλεῖστον ἀμελεῖν δόξοιτ᾽ ἄν 

_ (read δόξαιτ᾽ dv): Plat. Leges 719 π τὸν αὐτὸν ἂν ἐπαινέσοι 
_ (perhaps ἐπαινέσαι for ἐπαινέσειεν) : Isae. 1. 32 προσηπείλησεν 

ὅτι δηλώσοι ποτ᾽ av κιτιλ. (perhaps δηλώσαι for δηλώσειεν). 
(5) Confusion of future infinitive with present infinitive, 

e.g. Demosth. 18. 147 οὐδέν᾽ ἂν ἡγεῖτο προσέξειν αὐτῷ τὸν 
νοῦν (read προσέχειν) : Xen. Anab. 2. 3. 18 οἶμαι γὰρ ἂν οὐκ 
ἀχαρίστως μοι ἕξειν (one good MS. and Suidas ἔχειν). 

One or two cases that are not quite parallel to any 
of these present little difficulty. Thuc. 6. 66. 1 ἐν ᾧ μάχης 
τε ἄρξειν ἔμελλον ὁπότε βούλοιντο καὶ οἱ ἱππῆς τῶν Συρακοσίων 
ἥκιστ᾽ ἂν αὐτοὺς καὶ ἐν τῷ ἔργῳ καὶ πρὸ αὐτοῦ λυπήσειν (read 
probably λυπήσειαν) : Demosth. 9. 70 τί ποιῶμεν ; πάλαι τις 
ἡδέως ἂν ἴσως ἐρωτήσων κάθηται (read ἐρωτήσας or perhaps 
ἐρωτῶν) : Aeschin. 3. 155 τί ποτ᾽ ἂν ἐρεῖ; should of course 
be τί ποτ᾽ ἀνερεῖ; 

__ Some of the above readings are still found in fairly good 
editions, and Shilleto is not the only. editor who wavers 
between acceptance and rejection. But as a rule the 
obvious corrections indicated have been made in recent 
texts, and the MS. readings may now be left out of account ἢ 
Of course the obvious correction need not always be the 
right one. 

The following is a list of passages in Attic Greek, to 
which these easy and systematic corrections will not apply 
and in which the MS. authority for ἄν with the future is 
uncontradicted, preponderating, or at least good. They are 
numbered for convenience of reference, and where there is 
no note it may be assumed that the MSS. are unanimous. 



280 Ἂν WITH THE FUTURE IN ATTIC 

The list includes all the passages of this kind known to me 
at present, but it may not be complete. The very few 
verse passages are placed last. 

1. Thue. 2. 80. 1 λέγοντες 6 ὅτι, ἢν ναυσὶ καὶ πεζῷ ἅμα ueril 
σφῶν ἔλθωσιν, ἀδυνάτων ὄντων ξυμβοηθεῖν τῶν ἀπὸ θαλάσσης 
᾿Ακαρνάνων, ῥᾳδίως ἂν ᾿Ακαρνανίαν σχόντες καὶ τῆς Ζακύνθου καὶ 
Κεφαλληνίας “κρατήσουσι, καὶ ὃ περίπλους οὐκέτι ἔσοιτο, 
᾿Αθηναίοις ὁμοίως περὶ Πελοπόννησον. 

2. Plat. Apol. 29 © λέγων πρὸς ὑμᾶς ὡς, εἰ διαφευξοίμην, 
ἤδη ἂν ὑμῶν οἱ υἱεῖς ἐπιτηδεύοντες ἃ Σωκράτης διδάσκει πάντες 
παντάπασι διαφθαρήσονται. [Cod. Ven. 184 (Bekker’s Ξ) 
διαφθαρήσοιντο. | 4 

ς 

3. Plat. Crat. 391 A ἀλλὰ δοκῶ por ὧδε ἂν μᾶλλον 
πεισθήσεσθαί σοι, εἴ μοι δείξειας κιτιλ. | MSS. divided between 
πεισθήσεσθαι and πείθεσθαι. 

4. Plat. Crit. 53 © καὶ οὐκ οἴει ἄσχημον ἂν φανεῖσθαι τὸ 
τοῦ Σωκράτους πρᾶγμα; [Cod. Ven. 114 and Eusebius oman 
av. 

5. Plat. Huthyd. 287 c ἦ δῆλον... ὅτι σὺ viv πάνσοφός 
WK ape We Ν 4 ‘ > 32 φ a 3 ΄ Ν τις ἡμῖν ἀφῖξαι περὶ λόγους καὶ οἶσθ᾽ ὅτε δεῖ ἀποκρίνασθαι καὶ 

ὅτε μή; καὶ νῦν οὐδ᾽ ἂν ὁτιοῦν ἀποκρινεῖ, ἅτε γιγνώσκων ὅτι οὐ 
δεῖ; [‘ ἀποκρινει (sine accentu) B, ἀποκρινεῖ T : ἀποκρίνει apogr. 
V.’ Schanz. | 

6. Plat. Rep. 492 © ἐν δὴ τῷ τοιούτῳ τὸν νέον, τὸ λεγόμενον, 
τίνα οἴει καρδίαν ἴσχειν; ἢ ποίαν ἂν αὐτῷ παιδείαν ἰδιωτικὴν 
3 / a > “ > / ἀνθέξειν ἣν ov κατακλυσθεῖσαν.. . . οἰχήσεσθαι κ.τ.λ. 

7. Plat. Rep. 615 ν οὐχ ἥκει, φάναι, οὐδ᾽ ἂν ἥξει δεῦρο. 

8. Plat. Symp. 221 Ε ὥστε ἄπειρος καὶ ἀνόητος ἄνθρωπος 
πᾶς ἂν τῶν λόγων καταγελάσειε' διοιγομένους δὲ ἰδὼν ἄν τις 
καὶ ἐντὸς αὐτῶν γιγνόμενος πρῶτον μὲν νοῦν ἔχοντας ἔνδον 
μόνους εὑρήσει τῶν λόγων, ἔπειτα κ.τ.λ. 

9. Lys. 1. 22 τούτῳ ἡλίου δεδυκότος ἰόντι ἐξ ἀγροῦ ἀπήντησα" 
εἰδὼς δ᾽ ἐγὼ ὅτι τηνικαῦτα ἀφιγμένος οὐδὲν ἂν καταλήψοιτο οἴκοι 
τῶν ἐπιτηδείων ἐκέλευον συνδειπνεῖν. 

10. Aeschin. 2. 6 ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ τούτῳ δικαίως ἂν ὑπολαμ- 
βάνω μάλιστα σωθήσεσθαι. [Some MSS. ‘adler Oat. | 
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AL. Lbid. οὕτω γὰρ ἂν μάλιστα καὶ μεμνήσομαι καὶ εἰπεῖν 
δυνήσομαι. [ἄν wanting in some MSS. and ignored by 
Baiter and Sauppe. | 

12. Dinarch. 1. 68 τί δὲ ἂν (τιθῶμεν γὰρ ταῦτα) ἐάν κ.τ.λ. 
Ν lal > * / 3 - 

πρὸς θεῶν, & ἄνδρες, τί ἐροῦμεν ; 3 ᾽ 

13. Demosth. 24.115 πολλοὶ γὰρ ἂν αὐτῷ ἐδόκουν οὕτω γ᾽ 

ot κλέπται ἔσεσθαι. 

114, Isaeus 11. 47 ἐξ ὧν ἂν διαβάλλοντες πλέον ἔχειν 
δυνήσονται τῶν ἀντιδίκων. 

15. Aristot. Pol. 2. 6. 10 (1265a 40) ἄτοπον... . ἀφεῖναι 
ν τεκνοποιίαν ἀόριστον ὡς ἱκανῶς ἂν ὁμαλισθησομένην εἰς τὸ 
RS αὐτὸ πλῆθος διὰ τὰς ἀτεκνίας ὁσονοῦν γεννωμένων. 

16. Eurip. Hl. 484. κἂν ἔτ᾽ ἔτι φόνιον ὑπὸ δέραν ὄψομαι 
αἷμα χυθὲν σιδάρῳ. 

17. Eurip. Hel. 448 πικροὺς ἂν οἶμαί γ᾽ ἀγγελεῖν τοὺς σοὺς 
“λόγους. Androm. 404: Iph. T. 895: Ion 158 need not be 
taken into account. 

18. Aristoph. Nub. 465 dpa ye τοῦτ᾽ ἂν ἐγώ ποτ᾽ ὄψομαι; 

19. Aristoph. Av. 1314 ταχὺ δ᾽ ἂν πολυάνορα τὰν πόλιν 
“καλεῖ τις ἀνθρώπων. [΄ καλεῖ codd. praeter interpolatos qui 
αλοῖ habent.’ Meineke. | 

20. Philemon. fragm. 91 (Kock) 

ὃν οὐδὲ εἷς λέληθεν οὐδὲ Ev ποιῶν 
οὐδ᾽ ἂν ποιήσων οὐδὲ πεποιηκὼς πάλαι. 

(Second line perhaps spurious.) 
_ Some of these passages are very easily dealt with. In 
16 Nauck reads 7 μάν, Dindorf σάν. In 12 Baiter’s τί δ᾽ 

| éav is obviously right, being implied in τιθῶμεν yap ταῦτα. 
Tn 17 dp’ has been adopted by the editors since Hermann, 
}and the same reading is now commonly followed in 18. 
It may be suggested that dp’ would be suitable enough in 
2 and possible in 5. In one or two other passages αὖ seems 
/an almost certain correction. It was suggested by Wake- 
field and has been adopted by Kock in 20; in 8 it would 



282 “Ay WITH THE FUTURE IN ATTIC 

be perfectly Platonic and is read by Bekker, Ast, and 
Hermann. It is read by Baiter after Madvig in 7, but 
I think wrongly. It might stand in 6. In 3and 10 there i is 
some authority for the present tense, but it seems more 
likely that error arose from πεισθῆναι and σωθῆναι written 
with abbreviated or symbolic terminations. In 4, 6, 9 it 
would not be difficult for the ἄν to arise by dittography from 
the last letters of the words preceding. (In 9 οὐδένα, not 
οὐδέν, Seems suggested, if not required, by the sense, and is 
read without av by Cobet in his text of Lysias.) In | 
ἄσχημον ov Or ἃ change . of φανεῖσθαι to present or aorist 
quite possible. In 14 ἄν should probably be just omitted. 
There are many examples in MSS. of a merely wanton - 
tion of ἄν, e.g. Ar. 4. 134 against grammar and sla 
against metre κρατεῖν ἕως ἂν ἕτερος ἀνὴρ . . . γένοιτο, and 
similar cases in prose, such as Dem. 29. 43: Andoe. 1. 81. 

I come now to my own suggestion, which is I believe to 
all intents and purposes, though not quite literally, a new 
one. It is that in several of the nineteen passages above 
given ἄν is a MS. blunder for δή. The possibility and 
occasional occurrence of this mistake in MSS. may be shown > 
by the following quotations from Cobet’s Novae Lectiones. 
Commenting on Xen. Anab. 7. 6.16 he writes (p. 501) 
‘Factum est enim hoc loco quod tam saepe alibi ut AH a 
scribis in AN refingeretur: itaque emendandum est: εἰ 
ἐδίδου, ἐπὶ τούτῳ δὴ ἐδίδου. Quis est in hoc genere studiorum : 
aliquamdiu versatus qui non crebro viderit ἄν in libris esse 
scriptum, ubi δή requiratur? etiam contra peccatur, sec 
rarissime,’ He goes on to correct ἄν to δή in Plat. Symp. 
199 a ὅπως ἂν φαίνηται. ὡς ἄριστος καὶ κάλλιστος, δῆλον ὅτι 
τοῖς μὴ γιγνώσκουσιν" οὐ γὰρ ἄν (89) που τοῖς γε εἰδόσι, and 

221 E τοιαῦτα καὶ ὀνόματα καὶ ῥήματα ἔξωθεν περιαμπέχονται 
Σατύρου ἄ ἄν (δή) τινα ὑβριστοῦ δοράν. [‘ Sed cum optimi libri 
ἄν his locis non agnoscant, hae coniecturae sunt vanae.’ 
Schanz.] Again on p. 549 he says ‘Notum est quoties 
AN et AH confundantur et ipsi supra nonnulla exempla 
dedimus,’ and after giving two or three further examples he 
corrects Dem. 21. 223 dv re διακοσίους dv τε χιλίους av θ᾽ 
ὁπόσους ἂν (δὴ) ἡ πόλις καθίσῃς Cf. also Variae Lectiones, 
p. 101. How easily the mistake might be made, not only 
when AN and AH were written thus in tolerably perfect 

4 
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᾿ἀρδμριρα but when the letters were much less elaborately 
‘formed, any one may see by looking at the facsimiles of 
-Herodas and the ᾿Αθηναίων Πολιτεία. 
__ It will be well here to indicate certain uses of the particle 

67 before proceeding to suggest its introduction into some 
of the above mentioned passages. 

ἤ (a) First may be mentioned its emphatic use with strong 
adjectives and adverbs, especially superlatives, with pro- 
nouns of various kinds, sometimes with verbs and substan- 
tives (πολλοὶ δή, ὀλίγοι δή, μέγα δή, πλεῖστοι δή, μάλιστα 
δή, τίς δή, ποῖος δή, ἡμεῖς δή, ὃς δή, etc.). 
_ (8) A similar use with various particles and conjunctions. 
Of special interest for our purpose are the common expres- 
sions γὰρ δή (e.g. Thuc. 1. 93. 4 τῆς yap δὴ θαλάσσης k.T.X. ) 
‘and καὶ ... δή (e.g. Plat. Rep. 367 © οἷον ὁρᾶν, ἀκούειν, 
φρονεῖν, καὶ ὑγιαίνειν δή : 620 D καὶ ἐκ τῶν ἄλλων δὴ θηρίων : 
ἃ πα passim), but we also find commonly μὲν δή, δὲ δή, γε δή, 
ἀλλὰ δή, εἰ δή, οὐ δή, πρὶν δή, ἵνα δή, ὅπως δή, etc. It has to be 
observed that the δή following one or other of these parti- 
cles often emphasises not the particle itself but the word 
preceding the particle, while at other times, we may be left 
uncertain with which of the two words it is to be taken. 
For instance in Thue. 1. 8. 1 οὗτοι yap δή the δή may go 
with either γάρ or οὗτοι : 2b. 7. 70. 7 πολλὴ yap δὴ ἡ παρα- 
KéXevors it may go with either γάρ or πολλή. 

- (y) Thirdly δή is used in a sort of explanatory way, 
which passes through ironical explanation into irony pure 
and simple, just like scilicet in Latin. ‘This may be illus- 
‘trated by a few passages from Thucydides, e.g. 1. 24. 2 

᾿ κατὰ δὴ τὸν παλαιὸν νόμον ἐκ τῆς μητροπόλεως κατακληθείς : 
8,10. ὅ αὐτόνομοι δὴ ὄντες : 4. 23. 1 ἰσχυριζόμενοι ὅτι δὴ εἴρητο, 
κτλ. : 4. 46. 5 διδάξαντες ὡς κατ᾽ εὔνοιαν δὴ λέγειν κ-τ.λ. : 
8, 48, 5 αἷς ὑπεσχῆσθαι δὴ σφᾶς ὀλιγαρχίαν, ὅτι δὴ καὶ αὐτοὶ 
κτλ. But this third use cannot always be discriminated 
with confidence from one of the others. It need hardly be 
said that different Greek writers employ these various 
“uses in very different degrees, and we have therefore to be 
careful not to introduce into any author a usage which is 
‘strange to him. Thucydides, Aristophanes, Xenophon, 
Plato, and Aristotle use δή freely, Plato most of all. The 
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orators use it comparatively seldom and chiefly with a few 
particles and imperatives. There are of course other uses, 
one or two at least of great frequency in some autho 
but there is no need to enumerate them now. 

Reverting now to our list of passages I should suggest 
that in 1 Sabtese δή is the right reading for ῥᾳδίως ἄν. ‘This: 
is more probable than that av arose from the ’Ax-apvaviay 
following, as Dobree and others have thought. Ay 
here the force of semi-ironical explanation. It does neo 
merely emphasise ῥᾳδίως, though that might be a tenable 
view, but contrasts the prediction with the actual result 
(Stahl in Quaest. Gramm. p. 20 and his recension of Poppo’ 
takes ἄν as going entirely with σχόντες, but I believe su 
a construction to be impossible. How would ἂν σχόντε 
here differ from σχόντες ἢ) Possibly δή might also be 
in this semi-ironical sense for ἄν in 2: cf. the somewhat 
similar δεδιὼς... μὴ διαφθαρῇ δή Plat. Prot. 320 a. 
sense would be very suitable. But I should like first 
find a certain instance of δή following ἤδη. There is an 
evident objection in the sound, though “not greater than in 
the case of λέγομεν μέν, etc., which the Greeks allow them: 
selves. It is also possible that ἄν here arose from a ditto- 
graphy of the last letters of ἤδη. In 15 ὡς ἱκανῶς δὴ 
ὁμαλισθησομένην in the same sense of δή seems ver 
plausible. The Index Aristotelicus, it is true, gives only 
two examples of ὡς δή with a participle in Aristotle and 
these one is conjectural (Poet. 16, 1455a 15), while the 
other (Hth. 8. 15. 1163a 3) ought hardly to be given at all, 
since the δή is there probably a particle of connection. 
But the construction is common enough elsewhere: see for 
instance Ast’s Lexicon Platonicum s.v. ὡς. Moreover the 
ironical δή goes rather with ἱκανῶς than with ὡς. Aristotle 
does not use δή simply to emphasise such a word as ἱκανῶς (as — 
Thucydides perhaps or Plato might) and therefore we must 
not take it in that sense. Madvig would read ὡς ἱκανῶς 
ἀνομαλισθησομένην. Cf. the correction of Aeschin. 3. 155 
τί ποτ᾽ ἂν ἐρεῖ; ; to τί ποτ᾽ ἀνερεῖ; But ὁμαλίζειν is the Me 
always used in the Polztics. 
Δή is so frequent in Plato with the interrogative τίς oa 

ποῖος (Lex. Plat. s.v. δή) that there can hardly be any 
grammatical objection to reading ποίαν δή in 6, though 
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some other emendation may perhaps be preferred. In 11 
} (where the ἄν is after all very uncertain) and in 13 οὕτω 
ἢ γὰρ δή and πολλοὶ yap δή are very likely to be right, and 
y e need not decide whether the δή goes with the γάρ or 

| I ith οὕτω and πολλοί. For οὕτω δή with no temporal sense 
ἢ οἵ. Thuc. 2. 6. 4: for δή with some part of πολύς Thue. 5. 
116. 1: 5. 50.4: 5. 63. 2: and passim. So in 3 ὧδε δή 
would be admissible, but there and in 10 (where δικαίως δή 

“ 

i ( 

5 ould hardly be Aeschinean) it is more likely that the 
ἡ gense Οὗ the verb should be altered. As far as I can judge 

} at present, οὐδὲν δή (or οὐδένα δή) would not be admissible 
‘in 9 for Lysias. Though Thue. 7. 71. 7 writes ἦν te... 

ὑδεμιᾶς δὴ . . . ἐλάσσων ἔκπληξις and Plato Polit. 278 πὶ 

[ 
ἰ 
᾿ 

οὐκοῦν, ταῦτα εἰ ταύτῃ πέφυκεν, οὐδὲν δὴ πλημμελοῖμεν ἂν ἐγώ 
τε καὶ σὺ κιτιλ., Liysias would hardly use δή to strengthen 

οὐδείς. In 4 ἄσχημον δή might I think stand, if anything 
s wanted ; but perhaps some other emendation is at least 

(as probable. In 7 several scholars have sanctioned οὐδ᾽ αὖ 
: ἕξει, and Cobet wished to write οὐδὲ μὴ ἥξει. Many times 
in the Republic Plato has οὐ μή with the aorist subjunc- 
tive, and he would no doubt have used the subjunctive 
here. Οὐδὲ ad ἥξει seems to me not quite so suitable as 
οὐδὲ δὴ ἥξει: cf. Rep. 335 D Οὐ yap θερμότητος, οἶμαι, ἔργον 
ψύχειν, ἀλλὰ τοῦ ἐναντίου. Ναί. Οὐδὲ ξηρότητος ὑγραίνειν, ἀλλὰ 
τοῦ ἐναντίου͵͵ Πάνυ ye. Οὐδὲ δὴ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ βλάπτειν, ἀλλὰ 
‘tod ἐναντίου. Φαίνεται. Aristotle too has many cases of 
οὐδὲ δή (Ind. Artst. s. vv. οὐδέ and δή). In 5 however, 
where οὐδέ is not a conjunction, I should hesitate at present 
‘to read οὐδ᾽ δὴ ὁτιοῦν, as I should on like grounds to 
‘read οὐδ᾽ ὁπωστιοῦν δή in Plato Phaed. 61 ὁ οὐδ᾽ ὁπωστιοῦν 
ἄν σοι ἑκὼν εἶναι πείσεται (not included in the list above, be- 

ause only one MS. and that not the best adds ἄν). Schanz 
simply drops ἄν in 5, but perhaps that is hardly satisfactory. 
Finally in 8 δή is already read by Schanz, though αὖ seems 
equally suitable, and in 19 ταχὺ δή was proposed by Cobet 
“and is now commonly adopted. As far as I know, neither 
scholar has suggested an extension of this to other cases 
‘of ἄν with the future, and the principle had occurred to me 
before I became acquainted with these two suggestions. 
᾽ If there seems any plausibility about this way of treat- 
“ing some of the passages comprised in our list, we may 

ϊ 
y 

ῇ 
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proceed now to suggest two more possibilities. There are 
a certain number of similar passages in which ἄν is giv 
by one MS. or more, but in which the weight of M 
evidence is decidedly against it. The occurrence of ἄν 
all is of course a phenomenon that needs explanati 
though the ignorance of a copyist may often be explanation 
enough. In some cases the ἄν, as a corruption of somethi 
else, may be in a way genuine, and have been in a w 
wrongly omitted by copyists who knew the construction 
be a solecism.! In the following passages of Xenoph ay 
for instance, there is some MS. authority for ἄν with th 
future, though I am not in a position to say exactly h 
much. Dr. Holden does not even notice it in any « of 
passages. Xen. Cyrop. 4. 5. 49 κἂν μὲν δοκῶμεν ὦ 
πλέον ἐπ᾽ αὐτῶν συναγωνιζόμενοι, οὕτω προθυμίας οὐδὲν (ἂν) 
ἐλλείψομεν : 6. 1. 45 εὖ οἶδ᾽ ὅτι ἄσμενος (ἂν) πρὸς ἄνδρα 
σὺ εἶ ἀπαλλαγείη (ἀπαλλαγήσεται) : 7.5. 21 ὅταν δὲ καὶ 
θωνται ἡμᾶς ἔνδον ὄντας, πολὺ (ἂν) ἔτι μᾶλλον ἢ νῦν ἀχρεῖι 
ἔσονται ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐκπεπλῆχθα. Ay would be possible in 
first of these passages, natural in the second, and ev 
probable in the third. 
Again in some of the passages referred to at starting 

set aside on the ground of their being so easily correc 
by the change of a letter or two in the verb the hypot 
of an original δή cannot now be altogether excluded. 
instance in Dinarch 1. 109 πολὺ yap ἂν δικαιότερον ἐλ 
τὴν χώραν we see that it is as plausible to read πολὺ yap 
δικαιότερον ἐλεήσετε as πολὺ γὰρ ἂν δικαιότερον ἐλεήσαιτε. 1 
Xen. Anab. 2. 8. 18 οἶμαι γὰρ δὴ οὐκ ἀχαρίστως μοι ἕξειν 15 
plausible as οἶμαι γὰρ ἂν οὐκ ἀχαρίστως μοι ἔχειν. Thue. 
140. 9 might run σαφὲς δὴ καταστήσετε. If in Thue. 2. 80. 
we are inclined to read ῥᾳδίως δὴ... κρατήσουσι, we 
hardly avoid asking ourselves whether i in § 12 of the 
chapter νομίζοντες, εἰ ταύτην πρώτην λάβοιεν, ῥᾳδίως ἂν o 
τἄλλα προσχωρήσειν. should not also be altered to ῥᾳδίως 
and not to προσχωρῆσαι. So the same words might unde 
the same correction in 8. 25.5 and μέγιστον ἂν ὠφελήσειν, 
in 5. 82. 5 become μέγιστον δή. But in these th 
passages the verb is an apodosis to a protasis in 

1 Such too may have been the history of Plat. Symp. 199 a 
221 8, cited above as having been corrected by Cobet. 

| 

, 
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optative (e.g. εἰ ταύτην πρώτην λάβοιεν), and therefore ἄν 
with the aorist is more regular than the future, though the 
future would not be illegitimate. Ay therefore is distinctly 
less probable. 
_ Travelling beyond the limits of Attic Greek, I will 
suggest that in Theocr. (?) 27. 38 πατρὶ δὲ γηραλέῳ τίνα κεν, 
να μῦθον ἐνίψω ; an original τίνα δή was altered to τίνα ἄν 
and this for metrical reasons to τίνα κεν. _ Fritzsche follows 
“Ahrens in reading τίνα μάν. 
_ In support of the theory now stated I will go on to 
indicate a few more passages of a quite different kind, 
‘where there is no question of ἄν with a future, but in 
which it seems to me that the ἄν of the MSS. represents 
an original δή. Three of them shall be taken from the 
Republic, in the MSS. of which some cases of both ἄν for 
δή and δή for ἄν have been already supposed by critics to 
xxist. See Baiter’s note on 439 B, and on other cases in 
Plato see Schanz (Novae Commentationes Platonicae ὃ 14). 
But the instances I have to suggest are new. (1) 472 D 
Οἴει ἂν οὖν ἧττόν τι ἀγαθὸν ζῳγράφον εἶναι ὃς ἂν γράψας 
παράδειγμα οἷον (οἷος with Steph.?) dv εἴη ὃ κάλλιστος 
ἄνθρωπος καὶ πάντα εἰς τὸ γράμμα ἱκανῶς ἀποδοὺς μὴ ἔχῃ 
ἀποδεῖξαι ὡς καὶ δυνατὸν γενέσθαι τοιοῦτον ἄνδρα ; If οἴει ἂν 
.. . εἶναι were right, it would need to be followed by ὃς μὴ 
ἔχοι, not by ὃς ἂν μὴ ἔχη. Read οἴει δὴ οὖν. The lex. Plat. 
will prove δὴ οὖν to be a common combination in Plato. 
2) 516 © τιμαὶ δὲ καὶ ἔπαινοι εἴ τινες αὐτοῖς ἦσαν... ., δοκεῖς 

ἂν αὐτὸν ἐπιθυμητικῶς αὐτῶν ἔχειν καὶ ζηλοῦν τοὺς παρ᾽ ἐκείνοις 
τ μωμένους τε καὶ ἐνδυναστεύοντας, ἢ τὸ τοῦ Ὁμήρου ἂν πεπον- 
( ναι καὶ σφόδρα βούλεσθαι ἐπάρουρον ἐόντα θητευέμεν ἄλλῳ 
ἀνδρὶ παρ᾽ ἀκλήρῳ καὶ ὁτιοῦν ἂν πεπονθέναι μᾶλλον ἢ ἐκεῖνά τε 

οσξάζειν καὶ ἐκείνως ζῆν ; A little thought will show that, if 
the second ἂν πεπονθέναι were parallel in construction to 
he first, it would probably be ἂν πάσχειν or ἂν παθεῖν. In 
ny case, the double ἂν πεπονθέναι is very awkward. The 
ruth is that the second πεπονθέναι is governed not by 
oxets but by βούλεσθαι and means ‘he would feel what 
Tomer describes, and wish to serve... and to be in any 
ossible condition rather than’ etc. Read καὶ ὁτιοῦν δὴ 
τεπονθένα. The δή half goes with καί half strengthens 
ὁτιοῦν, as in Thue, 6, 18, 2 καὶ ἡμεῖς καὶ ὅσοι δὴ ἄλλοι ἦρξαν, 
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(3) 621B καὶ οὕτως, ὦ Τλαύκων, μῦθος ἐσώθη καὶ οὐκ ἀπώλετο, 
καὶ ἡμᾶς ἂν σώσειεν ἂν πειθώμεθα αὐτῷ, καὶ τὸν τῆς Λήθης 
ποταμὸν εὖ διαβησόμεθα καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν οὐ μιανθησόμεθα, ἀλλὰ 
κιτιλ. Read καὶ ἡμᾶς δὴ σώσει. Καί-- δή gives here just 
the emphasis of addition which is needed and which the 
MS. reading fails to give. Moreover the future is called 
for, not only by ἂν πειθώμεθα, but still more by the four 
future tenses following and parallel with it. Finally it 
may be more than an accident that ἂν σώσει is actu 
read here by two MSS.: see Stallbaum’s critical note. "ἢ 
my conjecture is right, it gives us a valuable instance of 
future wrongly corrected to an aorist optative for gra | 
sake : for the corruption must have been δὴ σώσει---ἂν 
σώσει---ἂν σώσειεν. ; 

Goodwin (Moods and Tenses, 2nd edition, § 368) cite 
some passages to show that ‘a potential optative with 
can follow μή after a verb expressing fear or anxiety, aft 
both primary and secondary tenses,’ I give them here 
somewhat greater length. Soph. Trach. 630 τί δῆτ 
ἄλλο γ᾽ ἐννέποις ; ; δέδοικα γὰρ μὴ πρῷ λέγοις ἂν τὸν αὖθις Ol 
ἐξ ἐμοῦ, πρὶν εἰδέναι τἀκεῖθεν εἰ ποθούμεθα. Thue. 2. 93, 2 
οὔτε προσδοκία οὐδεμία (ἦν) μὴ av ποτε ot πολέμιοι ἐξαπιναίως 
οὕτως ἐπιπλεύσειαν, ἐ ἐπεὶ κιτ.λ. Lysias 13. 51 ob γὰρ δήπου, 
εἴ τι κακὸν τὸν δῆμον τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων εἰργάσαντο, οἱ τριάκοντα, 
δεδιότες μὴ καταλυθείη & ἂν ὃ δῆμος, τιμωροῦντες ὑπὲρ, τοῦ δήμ ου 
ἂν αὐτοὺς ἀπέκτειναν, ἀλλ᾽ οἶμαι πολὺ τοὐναντίον τούτου, 
[‘xatradvOein Bekkerus: libri καταλυθείησαν : Marklandus: 
voluerat καταλυθείη av,’ Baiter and Sauppe, who reac 
καταλυθείη without ἂν, as does Cobet. | Xen. Anab. 6. 1.) 
28 εἰ οὖν ταῦτα ὁρῶν ἐγὼ δοκοίην ὅπου δυναίμην ἐνταῦθ᾽ ἄκυρον 
ποιεῖν τὸ ἐκείνων ἀξίωμα, ἐκεῖνο ἐννοῶ μὴ λίαν ἂν ταχὺ 
σωφρονισθείην. To these may be added a fifth p 
(quoted by Jebb in his note on Soph. Trach. 630), Xen. 
Vect. 4. 41 εἰ δέ τινες φοβοῦνται μὴ ματαία ἂν γένοιτο | 
κατασκευή, εἰ πόλεμος ἐγερθείη, ἐ ἐννοησάτω ὅτι καὶλ ( 
39, where Schneider proposed py... ὑπεργεμισθείη ὁ 
and a sixth Aristot. Met, 1093 b 5 ὁῤῥά δὲ δεῖ μὴ τοια 
οὐδεὶς ἂν ἀπορήσειεν οὔτε. λέγειν ov’ εὑρίσκειν. In these 
passages a distinction may be drawn. In the fourth ally 
fifth the optative with ἄν is clearly an apodosis to a 
expressed protasis with εἰ, nor is it easy to see how 
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citeisic could have been expressed otherwise than by an 
“optative with ἄν, since neither the subjunctive nor the 
“optative without ἄν would be suitable. The same may be 
‘said of the sixth passage, only that the protasis has, as 
often, to be supplied, af he were to try. “Av therefore 
‘should not be suspected in these passages: it is only a rare 
usage, suitable to a meaning that has rarely to be 
expressed, and parallel to such another rare usage as we 
find, for instance, in εἴπερ ἄλλῳ τῳ ἀνθρώπων πειθοίμην av, 

καὶ σοὶ πείθομαι, Plat. Prot. 329 B (Goodwin ὃ 409), where 
av is perfectly legitimate. But in Thuc. 2. 93. 3 there is 
no protasis expressed or implied and ἂν ἐπιπλεύσειαν could 
mean nothing that the optative by itself would not convey. 
‘Now μὴ δή after verbs of fearing is a known expression. 
Cf. Thuc. 7. 86. 4 δείσαντες. .. μὴ χρήμασι δὴ πείσας τινάς 
“ἀποδρᾷ : Plat. Prot. 320 a διδιὼς περὶ αὐτοῦ μὴ διαφθαρῇ δὴ 
ὑπ᾽ ̓ Αλκιβιάδου : Hom. Od. 5. 800 δείδω pay δὴ πάντα θεὰ 
νημερτέα εἶπεν : Theocr. (?) 27. 21 δειμαίνω μὴ δή σε κακω- 
τέρῳ ἀνέρι δῷσι. Probably therefore μὴ δή should he read 

»” here instead of μὴ dv. In the passage of Lysias also μὴ 

ironical sense, while the ἄν seems as unmeaning (for there 
is no protasis) and impossible as in Thucydides. Ay may 
lave been turned to ἄν and then ἄν to σάν to get rid of the 
solecism. Jebb defends μὴ πρῷ λέγοις ἄν in Sophocles, as 
ae does all the other examples, and supposes some sort of 
mplied protasis. Possibly too the optative with ἄν in the 
ine before might exercise some influence. But it is certain 
hat μὴ λέγῃς would express the meaning perfectly, and 
‘hat, if μὴ πρῷ λέγῃς δή had got altered to μὴ πρῷ λέγῃς ἄν, 

Πιέγῃς would soon have become λέγοις. This passage 
iowever, as involving a change in the verb as well as in 

Whe particle, I should prefer now to leave doubtful. 
} Two more passages may be cited in conclusion in which 

here would be some » plausibility in the change. Thue. 2. 
02. 6 καὶ ἐδόκει αὐτῷ ἱκανὴ ἂν κεχῶσθαι δίαιτα τῷ σώματι ἀφ᾽ 

V5 κτείνας τὴν μητέρα οὐκ ὀλίγον χρόνον ἐπλανᾶτο. “Av can 
jardly be pronounced impossible here, for Alemaeon could 

Jay to himself ἱκανὴ Hassles ἂν εἴη, ‘enough soil must 

. Berod. 2.135 μεγάλα Reioaro χρήματα as ἂν εἶναι ‘Posie 

U 
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(probably Ῥοδώπιος), ἀτὰρ οὐκ ὥς ye és πυραμίδα Tove 
ἐξικέσθαι. Herodotus has many examples of ὡς with εἶν 
and other infinitives, but never with an ἄν, nor does ὁ 
seem to have any meaning. I cannot find any instance « 
ὡς δή either with such an infinitive, but it seems perfectly — 
natural here, and Herodotus may very well have writte 
ὡς δὴ εἶναι ἹῬοδώπιος. 3 
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TWO GREEK ADVERBS OF PLACE 

(Ἢ 

_ ‘THERE is a general agreement among scholars that εὐθύ, 
used as a preposition with the genitive, means straight to 
or straight towards some place, thing, or person. In this 
‘paper my object is to maintain that, though no doubt that 
was its original sense, it had lost it in the Attic Greek with 
which we are familiar. I think I can show that there are 
‘various passages in which it is very difficult to interpret it 
‘so, and that there is not a single one in which that sense is 
_at all necessary. 
_ After satisfying myself that it did not mean straight to, 
I was inclined for some time to think that it meant right 
to, all the way to, as far as, differing from μέχρι in that 

᾿ μέχρι is not further than, emphasising the limit, while εὐθύ 
would be not short of, emphasising the distance. But after 
further examination it seems to me probable that it means 
" o more than εἰς and ἐπί to and towards, that is, that the 
original meaning of straight to was weakened by use into a 

ere to. 
} In the Iliad and Odyssey the corresponding word is ἰθύς : 

the « there fills the place of ev, and the Attic rule is 
unknown, by which the form in v applies to space and the 
form in vs to time. It is used frequently as an adverb, 

with no case following it, ἰθὺς βαίνειν, ἰθὺς φέρειν, ἰθὺς 
Puaxecacba, ἰθὺς μεμαώς, ἰθὺς φρονέειν, and in all such uses 
the sense of straight, straightforward is clear. Once, and 

Wonce only, we have perhaps ἰθύ for ἰθύς: Y 99 rod γ᾽ ἰθὺ 
Βέλος πέτετ᾽, where rod depends on βέλος and ἰθύ may 

Woe either really adverbial or an adjective used semi- 
Pidverbially as adjectives often are (ἥκω ταχύς). We also 
Vind ἰθύς used freely with a genitive; a 119 By δ᾽ ἰθὺς 

| U 2 
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προθύροιο, p 325 βῆ δ᾽ ἰθὺς μεγάροιο, E 849 αὐτὰρ ὃ βῆ ῥ᾽ ἰθὺς 
Διομήδεος, etc. In such passages it is natural to suppose 
that ἰθύς retains the notion of straightness, nor am I at all 
concerned now to deny it, though it would probably be 
difficult to show that that sense is ever really needed. ; 

In the Hymn to Hermes 942 εὐθὺ Πύλονδ᾽ ἐλάων and 355 
eis Πύλον εὐθὺς ἐλῶντα probably bear the same sense, and in 
the one Hesiodean passage where the word occurs (Shield 
97 ἰθὺς ἔχειν θοὸν ἅρμα) it clearly means keep right on, 
straightforward. So Callinus 1. 9 ἀλλά τις ἰθὺς ἴτω. There 
is however no genitive in these passages. 

I see then no reason against supposing that in Epic Greek | 
ἰθύς (εὐθύ) with a genitive retained, at any rate sometim 
what no one would deny to have been its original meani 
In Herodotus the case is different The following are 
the passages known to me, but we have no complete cor 
cordance to Herodotus and there may be others. 

1. 207. 7 τὠυτὸ γὰρ ἀντιθήσω ἐκείνῳ, ὅτι νικήσας τ 
ἀντιουμένους ἐλᾶς ἰθὺ μος ἀρχῆς τῆς Τομύριος. 4, 89. 2 ὃ i 
δὴ ναυτικὸς στρατός. . ἔπλεε ἰθὺ τοῦ Ἴστρου. 4. 120. 2 
(ἐβουλεύοντο) τούτους side δὴ ὑπάγειν, ἢν ἐπὶ τοῦτο τράπηται ὃ 
Πέρσης, ἰθὺ Τανάϊδος ποταμοῦ. ἐν ὑποφεύγοντας (and 80. 
probably in 122. 2). 7b. 4 ὑ ὑπάγειν σφέας ἰθὺ τῶν χωρέων | 
ἀπειπαμένων τὴν σφετέρην συμμαχίην. 4. 136. 2 ἐδίωκον τ 
Πέρσας ἰθὺ τοῦ Ἴστρου. ὅ. 64. 2 οἱ δὲ περιγενόμενοι ἀπαλλά 
σοντο ὡς εἶχον ἰθὺς ἐπὶ Θεσσαλίης (Wesseling ἰθὺ ἐπὶ @ 
Herwerden ἰθὺ @.). So in 2. 119. 3, where the MSS. 
Herodotus give ἐπὶ Λιβύης, those of [Plutarch] De Maligi 
Herod. 857 B give ἰθὺ ἐπὶ Λιβύης and Herwerden suggests 
ἰθὺ Λιβύης. 6. 95. 2 The Persians, starting : from Ionia for 
Greece, ov παρὰ τὴν ἥπειρον εἶχον τὰς νέας ἰθὺ τοῦ τε 
Ἑλλησπόντου καὶ τῆς “Θρηίκης, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ Σάμου dee oC παρά 
τε Ἰκάριον καὶ διὰ νήσων τὸν πλόον ἐποιεῦντο. 7.179 6 δὲ 
ναυτικὸὲ Ξέρξεω στρατός. .. παρέβαλε νηυσὶ Vi dpe 
πλεούσῃσι δέκα ἰθὺ Σκιάθου ὃ. 38.2 of δὲ περιεόντες Ἵ 
Βοιωτῶν ἔφευγον. Cf. Il. 21. 540-542. 9.69. 2 of μὲν. 
ἐτράποντο διὰ τῆς ὑπωρέης καὶ τῶν κολωνῶν τὴν φέρουσαν ἄ 
ἰθὺ τοῦ ἱροῦ τῆς Δήμητρος. ἢ 

Of these passages 6. 95. 2 deserves particular Bee 
Greece was the goal of the voyage. Herodotus migl 

τὰ 

J 
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therefore very well have said that the Persians sailed 
straight for Greece (ἰθὺ τῆς Ἑλλάδος, according to the 
ordinary view of ἰθύ) instead of going all the way round 
the coast by Thrace. Could he say that they did not go 
straight to the Hellespont and Thrace—which were really 
out of their direct route—but sailed through the islands ? 
Must not i@v here be simply ¢o or all the way to ? 

On the other hand in 4. 136. 2 the point is made that, 
as the natives knew the way and the Persians did not, the 
former got to the bridge first. There might therefore be 
some point here in straight. 

The other passages as far as I can see are consistent with 
either meaning. There seems no necessity to give ἰθύ the 
distincter meaning in any of them, and in 4. 120. 2 it is 
not much in place, but in one or two, e.g. 1. 207. 7, it may 
be thought to lend rather more colour and force. Perhaps 
therefore we may say that, though it need not surprise us 
if Herodotus’ Ionic retained the old epic signification 
in ἰθύ more than Attic did in εὐθύ, yet the fact is by no 
means certain and in 6. 95. 2 such a sense does not seem 
possible. 

I will now put together the Attic passages, keeping 
_ to the end the two from tragedy, about both of which there 
may be a little doubt.— 

A.—ARISTOPHANES. 1. Hq. 254: ὥσπερ Eixparns ἔφευγεν 
, εὐθὺ τῶν κυρηβίων. 

2. Nub. 161: τὴν πνοὴν | βίᾳ βαδίζειν εὐθὺ τοὐρροπυγίου. 

3. Pax 68: πῶς ἄν ποτ᾽ ἀφικοίμην ἂν εὐθὺ τοῦ Διός; 
where the scholiast says ἀντὶ τοῦ πρὸς τὸν Aia. Cf. however 
161 ὀρθῶς (ὀρθὸς) χώρει Διὸς εἰς αὐλάς. 

4, 2b. 77: ὅπως πετήσει μ᾽ εὐθὺ τοῦ Διὸς λαβών. 

5. 1b. 301: δεῦρο πᾶς χώρει προθύμως εὐθὺ τῆς σωτηρίας. 

6. 2b. 819 : ὡς χαλεπὸν ἐλθεῖν ἦν ἄρ᾽ εὐθὺ τῶν θεῶν. 

7. Av. 1421: μῶν εὐθὺ Πελλήνης πέτεσθαι διανοεῖ ; 

8, Eccl. 835: ἐπείγεσθ᾽ εὐθὺ τῆς στρατηγίδος. 

9. Hragm. 161 (Kock : Meineke 2, 1012) : ἦσαν εὐθὺ τοῦ 
Διονυσίου. 
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10. Fragm. 656 (M. 2. 1193) A. ποῖ κῆχος ; B. εὐθὺ 
Σικελίας. 

Even if we knew what 1 referred to, it would probably 
not help us much as to εὐθύ. But 3, 4, and particularly 6 
are very significant. There is no reason why Trygaeus: 
should lay great stress on going straight to Zeus and {ἢ 
gods, though ὀρθός does appear in 161. The difficult 
(6) was not in going there straight, as if it was much easier — 
to manage by a roundabout flight, but in getting there at 
all. In these places therefore εὐθύ probably has no such | 
meaning. Nor has it in 7, where the question is, do you — 
want to go there? not, do you want to go there straight! 
which would be immaterial. The other passages do ποῦ 
need the notion of straightness, though it would fit one or 
two of them (5, 8) well enough. 

B. Comic Fragments. 1. Pherecr. 110 (M. 2. 306); __ 
εὐθὺς Λυκείου. 

(So both M. and K. ἔοι εὐθύ.) . | 

2. Eupolis 47 (M. 2. 441): σκέλη δὲ καὶ κωλῆνες εὖθ ὺ 
τοὐρόφου. 

(Conjectural and uncertain.) 

3. Eupolis 183 (M. 2. 502): ἀλλ᾽ εὐθὺ πόλεως εἶμι: 
yap pe δεῖ κιτ.λ. 

4, Eupolis 304 (M. 2. 550): περιῆλθον εἰς τὰ σκόροδα Kale 
Ν) / \ Ν Ν ΕΥ̓ 4. A > / τὰ κρόμμνα | καὶ τὸν λιβανωτὸν κεὐθὺ τῶν ἀρωμάτων. 

5. Epicrates 10 (M. 3. 372): εὐθὺ τοῦ καρχησίου | ἄν 
τὴν γραῦν. 

The perambulation in 4 of the market-stalls shows con- 
clusively that εὐθύ here is only a synonym for εἰς. ‘Went 
about to A B C and straight to D’ would be nonsense 
Whatever the exact meaning of 5, there seems no nautice 
point in the γραῦς going straight to the masthead. 1 is i 
Photius Lex. where the MSS. give εὐθύ; but, as 
mentions that the word was made by Eratosthenes a 
ground of suspicion against the play (Μεταλλῆς) and couples — 
it with the εὐθύς of Eur. Hipp. 1197 (see below), it would 
appear that he must really have found and given εὐθὺ 
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Λυκείου. It is noticeable that he explains it simply as 
meaning εἰς Λύκειον. 

Eupolis 357. 2 εὐθὺ γὰρ πρὸς ὑμᾶς πρῶτον ἀπολογήσομαι 15 
_ probably only a mistake for εὐθύς. In any case it is ποῦ ἃ 
_ preposition. 

C.—Tuoucypipes. 8.88 Alcibiades εὐθὺ τῆς Φασήλιδος καὶ 
Καύνου ἄνω τὸν πλοῦν ἐποιεῖτο. ὃ. 90. 3 μάλιστα δ᾽ αὐτοὺς καὶ bv 
ἐγγυτάτου ἐθορύβει, εἰ οἱ πολέμιοι τολμήσουσι νενικηκότες εὐθὺς 
σφῶν ἐπὶ τὸν Πειραιᾶ ἐρῆμον ὄντα νεῶν πλεῖν (Classen after 
Lobeck εὐθύ; and Stahl is certainly wrong in thinking 
εὐθύ could not be followed by a genitive of the person : 

_ cf. the above quoted J/. 5. 849: Herod. 8. 38.2: Ar. Pax 
θᾶ, etc. : and Plato Lysis 203 B below). 

Sailing strazght for Phaselis and Caunus would be like 
sailing from London straight for Leith and Newcastle ; 
1.6. the order is strange in any case, though by no means 

- unexampled, but particularly strange if stress be laid 
on the directness of the voyage. Cf. the order in Eur. 
Hipp. 1197 below. 

In 96 it hardly seems satisfactory to govern σφῶν by τὸν 
Πειραιᾶ as Stahl would do. If εὐθὺ σφῶν be read, ‘ straight 
for them’ would certainly make excellent sense, but there 
is no need for εὐθύ to be so emphatic: it need not be more 
than ἐπὶ σφῶν or ὡς σφᾶς. Εὐθύς however goes perfectly 
well with νενικηκότες, and there may be some other fault in 
the words, 6.0. σφῶν for σφίσιν, for in 8. 1. 2 we have εὐθὺς 
σφίσιν ἐνόμιζον τῷ ναυτικῷ ἐπὶ τὸν Πειραιᾶ πλευσεῖσθαι. 
Plutarch Αἰοῖδ. 26 has εὐθύς (ὥρμηντο πλεῖν εὐθὺς ἐπὶ τὸν 
Πειραιᾶ. (The genitive may be due to a mistake about the 
meaning of εὐθύ(ς).) In Ar. Hq. 311 ὅστις ἡμῶν τὰς ᾿Αθήνας 
ἐκκεκώφηκας βοῶν, which Stahl might have cited as parallel, 
the dative ἡμῖν naturally suggests itself, especially as we 
have ἡμῶν in the line before. 

D.—Xxnornon.} 1. Hell. 1.2. 11 ἔπλεον 8 Λέσβου καὶ 

1 In Hell. 1. 4. 8 ἀνήχθη εὐθὺς ἐπὶ Σάμου : Cyr. 2. 4. 24 πορεύσομαι 
. εὐθὺς πρὸς τὰ βασίλεια : tb. 7. 2. 1 εὐθὺς ἐπὶ Σάρδεων ἔφευγε and 2 

εὐθὺς ἐπὶ Σάρδεις ἦγε; Ages. 1. 29 εὐθὺς ἐπὶ τὸν Σαρδιανὸν τόπον 
ἐχώρησε: there is no reason for taking εὐθύς of place and not of 
time. Ido not believe it is ever so used in Attic, In Thue, 6, 96, 
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Ἑλλησπόντου. ne new papyrus fragment has εὐθύ : all 
the codices ἐπί) 2. 1b. 1. 4. 11 ἀνήχθη εὐθὺ Ῥυθείου.. 
3. Cyr. ὅ. 2. 37 ἄγε Lae εὐθὺ τὴν ἐπὶ Βαβυλῶνος (Cobet εὐθὺ 
Βαβυλῶνος, but cf. ὅ. 3. 45). 

3 is different te any phrase found elsewhere and 
perhaps not right. In any case it is not εὐθύ with 
genitive. τὴν εὐθύ with or without ἐπί may be thought 4 
as possible. 

E.—Puato. 1. Lysis 203 A ἐπορευόμην ἐξ ΩΣ ̓ 
εὐθὺ Λυκείου τὴν ἔξω τείχους ὑπ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ τεῖχος) and again 
few lines below ἐξ ᾿Ακαδημείας, ἦν δ᾽ ἐγώ, πορεύομαι εὐθὺ 
Λυκείου. Δεῦρο δή, ἢ δ᾽ ὅς, εὐθὺ ἡμῶν. 2. Gorg. 525 A 
Rhadamanthus dismisses a soul εὐθὺ τῆς φρουρᾶς, ot μέ 
ἐλθοῦσα ἀνατλῆναι τὰ προσήκοντα πάθη. 3. Theag. 129 
ἡνίκα ἀποθανούμενος yew εὐθὺ τοῦ δαιμονίου (δημοσίου Baiter, 
Schanz), 4. Theag. 1b. D οἴχεται... στρατευσόμενος εὐθὺ 
᾿Εφέσου καὶ Iwvias. 

In 2 and 4 there is no reason why εὐθύ should be more — 
- than ἐπί. The three examples that come together in 1 are 

decidedly against its meaning any more. It is unlikely 
that any stress should be laid on Socrates’ making straight 
for the Lyceum, and εὐθὺ ἡμῶν points to the same sense, — 
though it might be a jesting repetition of straight. The 
corruption of the text in 3 deprives it of any evidentiary 
value, but, if εὐθὺ τοῦ δημοσίου (or δημίου) is right (‘ to the: 
executioner ’), the notion of straightness would certainly be 
out of place. It is strange that Ruhnken (Timaeus Εὐθὺ 
Λυκείου), could accept the old fancy that εὐθὺ τοῦ δαιμονίου 
meant ‘in spite of the divine voice,’ a sense impossible for 
εὐθύ and consistent only with a misunderstanding of 2 
ἀποθανούμενος yev. Yet Liddell and Scott follow him. 

Ὥ 

F’.—AnrisTotLe. No example οὗ εὐθύ is given in Bonitz’ 
Index, but see Fragm. 253. 2, where the exact words may Σ 
not be Aristotle’s. Aclian quotes him as saying that _ 
πετόμενος ἐρωδιὸς τῆς θαλάττης εὐθὺ ὕδωρ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ ῥαγήσεσθαι. 

1: 7. 22. 3: 8. 90. 4: Theocr. 25. 23 εὐθύς is no more really local 
than the English ‘immediately above,’ ‘immediately in front,’ or 
than ἤδη in Herod. 3. 5. 2: 4. 99. 3: 7. 176. 2, or than mozx in Tac. 
Ann. 1. 51. 5. In Thue. 4. 118. 4 the sense is less clear. 

ee “πων 
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» τᾶ; V αἰνίττετα. I do not know any other example of εὐθύ 
} following its case, and it ought to be regarded with 
} suspicion. 

_ As far as I know, εὐθύ is not found once in any orator, 
which rather goes to show that it had no distinct sense, and 
the only other Attic passages which I have to adduce are 

}) G—Sornoctus. 0.7. 1242 ter’ εὐθὺ πρὸς τὰ νυμφικὰ | 
᾿ λέχη. 

ΠΗ-.--σκ. Hipp. 1197 εἱπόμεσθα δεσπότῃ | τὴν εὐθὺς 
ΠΤ Ἄργους κἀπιδαυρίας ὁδόν. 

Π In the Hippolytus εὐθύς is certified by Photius, who 
} says expressly καὶ Εὐριπίδης οὐκ ὀρθῶς τὴν εὐθὺς x.7.r., but, 
whatever his MSS. gave, no doubt Euripides really wrote 
what Hartung restored to him, τὴν εὐθύ τ᾽ "Apyous κἀπιδαυ- 

pias ὁδόν, where τε occupies the position most usual for 
it when a preposition governs two words. Observe that, 
Jas in Thue. 8. 88, the more distant point, Argos, is men- 
¥ tioned first, and that, whether we read εὐθύ or εὐθύς, there 
Wis no reason why the road’s running straight for these 
places should be mentioned. 

In the Oedipus εὐθύ, if right, as it probably is (Nauck 
ἢ εὐθὺς εἰς), can only mean straight. We may notice (1) 
} that this is not a case of εὐθύ with a genitive: (2) that in 
} poetry it is more natural for the old use to survive: (3) 
that possibly, as the passages in Xenophon also faintly 
suggest, there may have been a use of εὐθύ with a preposi- 

Π tion (εὐθὺ πρός, εὐθὺ ἐπί) different in meaning from εὐθύ 
when itself serving as a preposition. In Eupolis 357. 2 
that may be the meaning. 

The upshot of this examination seems to be that, if we 
take the instances in Attic Greek (25 in all) of εὐθύ with 

Ja genitive, there is not one in which the meaning of 
straight to or straight towards is in any way required, 
whereas there are a considerable number in which that 
‘meaning is in various degrees unsuitable. It does not seem 
to me impossible that it was occasionally used with some- 
thing of its old sense, and I would not deny that some of 
the passages above collected may be cases in point. All I 
‘am concerned to maintain is that in Attic prose as a rule εὐθύ 
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with a genitive had no such strong meaning, but was only: 
another synonym along with εἰς, as, ἐπί, παρά, and πρός. 

In the lyric, elegiac, and iambic poets I have not beer 
able to find it any more than in the Atti¢ orators, but 1 
should not like to say that it does not occur. The ὁ 
example of εὐθύ in Theocritus is 26. 15 μαίνετο μέν θ᾽ atta 
μαίνοντο δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ εὐθὺ καὶ ἄλλαι. The poetical diction of Theo- 
critus is notoriously not very correct, and he obviously 
uses it in the sense of εὐθύς, forthwith, as do Callimachus 
Hymn. Apoll. 103, the writers of the Anacreont 
and some poets of the Anthology. Theocr. has also — 
42 ἔδραμε τήνα ἰθὺ δι ἀμφιθύρω. My observation of t 
word in later prose writers,’ though as far as it σι 
it bears out my contention, has not been extensive a 
careful enough for use here, except in the case of Luci: 
the most Attic of them all. In him I have noticed ε 
with a genitive in the following passages: Nigri 
2: Dial. D. 20. 3 and 15: Dial. Mort. 27. 1: Meng 
6: Herm. 23 and 46: Herod. 1: Icarom, 11: E 
Acc. 8 and 12: Rhet. Praec. 10: Peregr. 35: Fugit. 2 
and I should say that none of them in any degree 
the notion of straightness, though naturally it ae 
several of them, e.g. Herm. 46, not be unsuitable. — 
stands to reason that motion to a place very often is, a 
very often might be expressly called, motion straight t 
place, but in such cases we do not therefore alwa 
call it so. 

ΤΊ1.---Αὐτοῦ. 

If εὐθύ is less forcible than scholars have been in t 
habit of supposing, I believe that the force of αὐτοῦ on t 
other hand is very commonly overlooked. Liddell 8 
Scott indeed in their lexicon give a fair account of it, ἢ 
in commentaries the distinctive sense is hardly ever pe nt 
out and instances can be adduced in which scholars 
eminence have so dealt with the word as to show t 
they hardly realise it. 

1 Axiochus (date uncertain) 364 B ἐδόκει οὖν μοι ἀφεμένῳ τῆς 
ὁδοῦ ἀπαντᾶν αὐτοῖς. εὐθύ here must be straight, but it is x 
preposition. Perhaps «κατ᾽; εὐθύ, 



TWO GREEK ADVERBS OF PLACE 299 

In Lysis 204 A, for instance, where the text is corrupt, 
Schanz writes τοὺς ὄντας αὐτοῦ, apparently meaning by αὐτοῦ 
no more than αὐτόθι, there, those who are there just now. 
In Dinarchus 2. 9 the conjectural αὐτοῦ is equally impos- 
sible. In Ar. Nub. 622 

πολλάκις δ᾽ ἡμῶν ἀγόντων τῶν θεῶν ἀπαστίαν, 
ο΄ ἡνίκ᾽ ἂν πενθῶμεν ἢ τὸν Μέμνον᾽ ἢ Σαρπηδόνα, x.t.d. 

a recent editor, offended by the article with Μέμνονα, has 
proposed to alter ἢ τόν into αὐτοῦ, αὐτοῦ meaning there, i.e. 

n heaven. The truth is that αὐτοῦ is seldom, if ever, a 

mere here or there (ἐνταῦθα, ἐκεῖ, αὐτόθι, hic, ibr), nor even 
an emphatic here or there. 
_ If we wanted to put into Greek ‘are you there?’ ‘I saw it 
hen I was there’: ‘ they spent some time here in England,’ 

or any such phrase, αὐτοῦ would be a wrong word to use. 
So, too, it would be if we were translating anything like 
‘you may do it elsewhere, but not here’ : " here a little and 
there a little, ete. It does not merely indicate a place. 
‘It does not exactly distinguish one place from another. It 
Means in such and such a place rtself. vi αὐτοῦ are the 
people in the place itself as contrasted with those who (for 
instance) are coming to it or have gone from it. τὰ αὐτοῦ are 
‘the supplies on the spot as contrasted with what can be 
obtained from elsewhere. A company of soldiers is 
attacked and destroyed αὐτοῦ, 1.6. without any of them 
getting off for a time and being killed elsewhere. They 
fall ‘ where they stood.’ A thing is left'airot and not taken 
to some other place. I remain αὐτοῦ, where I am, as opposed 
to going elsewhere. These two last instances, with verbs 
of leaving and remaining, are indeed much the commonest 
‘uses of all. In other words αὐτοῦ emphasises a place by 
negativing the idea of motion to or from it. A thing 
which happens to you αὐτοῦ is a thing which does not 
happen after you have left the place or before you came to 
it, but when you were there, on the spot, ilico. As tlico is 
‘by no means hic or 1bi, so αὐτοῦ is by no means ἐνθάδε or 
“ἐκεῖ. Itis the emphatic αὐτός, not the weaker use of the 
‘mere personal pronoun. 

T= 

Il. 2, 236 οἴκαδέ rep σὺν νηυσὶ νεώμεθα, τόνδε δ᾽ ἐῶμεν 
Αὐτοῦ ἐνὶ Τροίῃ γέρα πεσσέμεν. 
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Od, 8.67 κὰδ δ᾽ ἐκ πασσαλόφι κρέμασεν φόρμιγγα λίγειαι 
Αὐτοῦ ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς. 

They hang it just above his head. He needed not to g 
or move his gee about in search of it. 

So Thuc. 3. 81 αὐτοῦ ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ: Xen. Hell. 4. 8. 
ἐν χώρᾳ αὐτοῦ μαχόμενος ἀποθνήσκει: αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ πόλει, α 
Meyapot, αὐτοῦ ταύτῃ, ἐνθάδ᾽ αὐτοῦ, etc. 

bi 

But it is equally clear, when αὐτοῦ stands alone, as i 
rapid examination of a few places will prove. Αὐτοῦ 1s 
shown by Preuss’ Index to occur eleven times in De = 
sthenes. I will not quote them verbatim, but they r 
be classified thus :— 

αὐτοῦ ἀπολείπειν, 18. 107. 
αὐτοῦ καταλείπειν, 19. 122, and 124: 50. 28: 56. 25. 

Things or persons left behind, where they were, on the 
spot, ete. 

αὐτοῦ διατρίβειν 19. 154 (οὐκ ἀπῇσαν ἀλλ᾽ αὐτοῦ διέτριβον 
ἔχ᾽ αὐτοῦ 45, 26, ‘stop there, where you are. Go1 

further.’ | 
αὐτοῦ ἐπιδημεῖν 50. 3, of men at home in Attica, contras 

with soldiers fighting out of the country. . 
αὐτοῦ καταμένειν 56. 7, opposed to ἐπέπλει ἐπὶ τῆς νεώς. 
αὐτοῦ καθῆσθαι 58. 56, opposed to τριήρεις πληροῦν. 
αὐτοῦ καταλύειν τὸν ἔπαινον 61. 33: ‘terminate it here’) 

contrasted with πολλὰ ἔχων ἔτι διελθεῖν, 1.6. with ‘going or 

In the same way let us take Thucydides, Books VI. VI 

Book VI: 

τὰ αὐτοῦ παρασκευάζεσθαι 34. 1 of preparations at Syra- 
cuse itself as opposed to missions sent to other places. 

αὐτοῦ ἀπόλλυται 58. 1 of Harmodius, while Aristogito 
escaped for the moment. | 

αὐτοῦ ηὐλίσαντο 71.1 they did not go on to the Olyn 
pieum. 4 

αὐτοῦ διεχείμαζον 14. 2. ᾿ 
τὸν αὐτοῦ πόλεμον 88. 8 opposed to war which they go 

Sicily to carry on. 
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_ Book VII: 
αὐτοῦ ηὐλίσαντο 3. 3. 
οἱ αὐτοῦ ἐκεῖ 16.1, the generals then on the spot in Sicily 
distinguished from others to be sent from Athens. 
αὐτοῦ καταλείπειν 26.2: left a garrison and proceeded on 

is wa 
ἢ “aired ἃ ἄριστον ἐποιοῦντο 40. 1, 1.6. just where they landed 

Ywithout going further away: αὐτοῦ ναυμαχεῖν 51. 1, opposed 
ἄλλοσέποι τὴς Σικελίας καθεζομένους : of αὐτοῦ 64. L, opposed 

to οἱ ἐπελθόντες. 
Π αὐτοῦ ἐστρατοπεδεύσαντο 78. 4. 

In Greek authors generally, as I have said above, it is 
Pith μένω, λείπω, and their compounds that αὐτοῦ occurs 
oftenest. 

Now and then it may not be apparent at once, what the 
emphasis on αὐτοῦ is; but I believe it will almost always 
be found, if we look for it. Thus, when they are hare- 
hunting in Xen. Cyn. 8. 5 (ἐπειδὰν δὲ τὰ ἴχνη πρὸς τοιαῦτα 
(such spots) φέρῃ, μὴ προσιέναι ἐγγύς. . " ἐλπὶς γὰρ αὐτοῦ 
εἶναι... ἐπειδὰν δὲ ἡ σαφὲς ὅτι αὐτοῦ ἐστιν, ἐᾶν: μενεῖ γάρ) we 
may not see at first why the hare should be said to be 
αὐτοῦ rather than αὐτόθι. Really αὐτοῦ means that the 
hare is still there, has not gone on somewhere else. There 
‘is no doubt of her having been there: the question is, has 
she stopped there? It is possible that here and there a 
passage may occur in which the meaning of αὐτοῦ is faint 
and unemphatic, but such passages must be extremely rare, 
and I know of none in Greek of the best time. Later, it 
is different. Thus Aratus misuses αὐτοῦ several times, e.g. 
-Phaenom. 71, 165, 197, 204, 225. 

Three times in Homer (® 425: ὃ 703: o 212) we find 
the phrase τῆς δ᾽ (τῶν δ᾽) αὐτοῦ λύτο γούνατα, in which 
αὐτοῦ seems to have what is at any rate virtually a 
temporal meaning. We may render it ‘where she stood,’ 
but it certainly amounts to ‘forthwith.’ O 349 αὐτοῦ 
ot θάνατον μητίσομαι. may be taken in the same way, 
and Ψ 691 αὐτοῦ yap ὑπήριπε φαίδιμα yvia. Some so 
interpret Aesch. Ag. 1385, but that is less likely. Obvious 
parallels to the change of meaning from place to time, 
which however seems limited to a few instances such as the 
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above, are afforded by clico, on the spot, sur le champ, ab 

der Stelle. A like change is found in αὐτόθεν, possibly 
in αὖθι. 

It seems worth while to add a line or two about a few 
kindred words. 

᾿ Αὐτόθεν sometimes has an emphatic meaning, parallel t 
that of αὐτοῦ. At other times it is entirely unemphatic, as 
the oblique cases of the pronoun usually are. Thus, in 

_ Thue. Book 6. 21. 2: 22 (bis): 25. 2: 26. 2: 37.1: 71.2 
(ter): 94.4: Book 7. 17. 1: 34. 2 (Ὁ) : 71. 1 it has various 
degrees of emphasis: but in 6. 4. 1: 7. 33. 3: 50. 2: 78.. 
it is entirely unemphatic. In Demosthenes 45. 28: 50. 2) 
it may probably be called emphatic, in 22. 68 not. Ther 
is no question that αὐτόθεν sometimes applies to time, and 
then it is always emphatic, emmedzately, like αὐτίκα. <A 
far as my observation goes, αὐτόθι and αὐτόσε in Attic ar 
never so. They are a quite unemphatic ‘in the place’ an 
‘to the place,’ 2b2 and eo. 

The Homeric αὖθι is used in exactly the same way a 
αὐτοῦ (compare its constant occurrence with μένειν), anc 
curiously enough there is the same question as to it 
occasionally having a temporal sense in just the same 
phrase E 296, P 298) τοῦ δ᾽ αὖθι λύθη μένος or ψυχή τε 
μένος te. In places it may correspond less to αὐτοῦ than te 
αὐτόθι, but this is doubtful. 

1 Are Liddell and Scott right in saying that αὐτόθι means here a 
well as there? Considerable search has only provided me with tw 
Attic passages in which it seems at all to have that meaning. One 
is Ar. Hq. 118 φέρ᾽ ἴδω τί ἄρ᾽ ἔνεστιν αὐτόθι, where I think we may 
take the word as meaning rather ἐν αὐτῷ, init. Soin Ran. 27 i, 
which Blaydes in his Hquites compares, αὐτόθι is perhaps not defin- 
itely here but in the place. I speak however with hesitatior 
Ἐνταῦθα has both meanings, and why not αὐτόθι 1 
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EXCHANGE OF TERMINATIONS 

THe corruption of a passage by the exchange of termina- 
tions between two adjoining words is sufficiently frequent 
‘to deserve rather more attention than it has received. 
There follow here :— 

(A) some cases where the MSS. themselves exhibit this 
phenomenon, or where it is now universally recognised that 
‘such a mistake has been made : 

(B) some cases where the mistake has been conjectured 
with various degrees of probability, sometimes amounting 
to practical certainty : 

(C) a few passages in which I have myself suggested or 
would now suggest this kind of change. 

(A) The MSS. of Herodotus vary 1. 60 between τοῦ 
βαρβάρου ἔθνεος τὸ Ἑλληνικόν and τὸ βάρβαρον ἔθνος τοῦ 
Ἑλληνικοῦ: 1. 192 between μέτρον ἐὸν Περσικὸν χωρέει and 
μέτρον ἐστὶ II. χωρέον : 2. 64 ἐπιλέγοντες ποιεῦσι and ποιεῦντες 

 ἐπιλέγουσι. Il. ὃ. ὅ26 εὔχομαι ἐλπόμενος Aristarchus, 
ἔλπομαι εὐχόμενος Zenodotus Od. 17. 245 ὑβρίζων: φορέεις : 
one MS. ὑβρίζεις φορέων. Alcibiades 2. 138 a προσευ- 
Edpevos πορεύῃ T, πορευόμενος προσεύξει B. Aristoxenus in 

Oxyrh. Pap. 1 p. 15 6 ἴαμβος ὃ κατὰ δάκτυλον, corrected in 
the MS. to ὃ δάκτυλος ὃ κατὰ ἴαμβον. Dem. 45. 67 ἡ τῆς 

χρείας ἀνάγκη MSS., ἡ τῆς ἀνάγκης χρεία Stobaeus: Dinarch. 
3. 10 ὃ κλῆρος ὑπὲρ δήμου Ν, 6 δῆμος ὑπὲρ κλήρου A. Soph. 
4. 1183 μόλω μεληθείς MSS. μολὼν μεληθῶ Htym. M. Ar. 
Ach. 91 R has ἥκοντες ἄγομεν in spite of metre for ἄγοντες 

ἥκομεν. The following corrections are now always made— 
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Plato Lach. 185 Ὁ ὃ ἕνεκα ἄλλου for οὗ ἕνεκα ἄλλο : Parm. 
143 E δύο τρίς for τρία dis and δὶς tpia. Aesch. Cho. 402 
λοιγὸς ᾿Ερινύν for λοιγὸν “Epwis: Soph. O.T. 376 οὐ yap σε 
μοῖρα πρός γ᾽ ἐμοῦ πεσεῖν for pe... ye σοῦ, and Phil. 3 
θυμὸν γένοιτο χειρὶ πληρῶσαι for θυμῷ χεῖρα: Ar. Thesm. 18. 
ἀκοῇ Or ἀκοῆς δὲ χοάνην for ἀκοὴν δὲ χοάνης (cf. Diod. 19. 17.7 
εἰς φωνῆς ἀκοήν for εἰς ἀκοῆς φωνήν) : Plut. Mor. 844 Bo 

3 ’ὔ σ > ral 

τινες. .. αὐτόν for ὅν τινες. .. αὐτῷ. 

(B) The following corrections may be regarded, some as 
practically certain, some as only very probable. <Aesel 
Pers. 841 ψυχὴν διδόντες ἡδονῇ for ψυχῇ διδόντες ἡδονήν, an 
Suppl. 649 ἔχων... iaivorro for ἔχοι .. μιαίνοντ᾽ : Soph. η 
688 ἐν παύροισι πολλά σοι λέγω for ἐν πολλοῖσι παῦρα ὃ ᾿ 
1292 λόγου γὰρ ἄν σοι καιρὸν ἐξείργοι χρόνος for χρόνου. 
λόγος: Ar. Vesp. 577 καὶ τἀγαθά μοι μέμνησ᾽ ἅχων φάσ. 4 
τῆς Ἑλλάδος ἄρχειν for ἄχεις, φάσκων: T’ hesm. 242 πρὶ 
ἀντιλαβέσθαι τοῦ γε πρωκτοῦ τὴν φλόγα for τόν γε πρωκτὸ 
τῆς “φλογός, and 314 χαρέντας ἐπιφανῆναι for φανέντας ἐπι 
χαρῆναι : Theocr. 25. 269 μηροῖσί τε πλεῦρ᾽ ἐφύλασσον. no 
read for πλευροῖσί τε μῆρα : Isaeus 11. a1 τὸν μὲν ἡττᾶσθαι 
τὸν δὲ νικᾶν for τὸν μὲν νικᾶσθαι, τὸν δὲ ἡττᾶν : Plato Symp. 
174 D πορευόμενον ὑπολείπεσθαι for πορεύεσθαι ὑπολειπό 
and Gorg. 466 Ε ἀποδείξας .. . ἐξελέγξεις for ἀποδείξεις .. 
ἐξελέγξας: Xen. Hell. 1. 7. 20 ἀποθανεῖν... ἐμβληθ 
for ἀποθανόντα... ἐμβληθῆναι: Ar. Pol. 1. 9. 1257 b 
κτήσεως “χρῆσις for χρήσεως κτῆσις, and ὅ, 3. 1338 ἃ 
τὴν ἐν τῇ σχολῇ pareve: as 7b. 21, for Thy ἐν τῇ diary. 
σχολήν: . Met. 1. 4 985b 9 τὸ σῶμα τοῦ κενοῦ ἴοι 
τὸ κενὸν τοῦ μὲ κουαίν ‘Diodorus 1. 63. 3 χειρουργίαν τέ 
(cf. 64. 2 and 8) for χειρουργίᾳ τέχνην, 11. 71. 6 μετὰ πο 
προθυμίας περὶ τὴν τοῦ στόλου παρασκευήν for παρασκευῆς ot 
προθυμίαν, 13. 82. 3 συνῳκοδομοῦντο τοῖς τοίχοις οἱ κίονες fo δὲ 
οἱ τοῖχοι τοῖς κίοσιν, While in 14. 86. 1 τῶν ἐπιθυμίᾳ κρατού 
των seems to conceal something like τῶν (δημο)κρατίας 3 
ἐπιθυμούντων: Aristaen. 1. ὑπὸ τῆς μετανοίας plausibly 
proposed for pera τῆς ὑπονοίας : D. Hal. de ἐπι. 422 
ῥητορείαν πολιτικήν for ῥητορικήν . . . πολιτείαν. 

Tn the illustrations of B and C it should be noticed that 
the exchange of terminations is sometimes exact and 
sometimes only approximate. Thus we get exact exchange 
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in διαγωγῇ σχολήν for σχολῇ διαγωγήν or πολλοῖσι παῦρα for 
παύροισι πολλά; but it is approximate only in θυμῷ χεῖρα 
for θυμὸν χειρί, δύο τρίς for τρία δίς, or οἱ τοῖχοι τοῖς κίοσιν 
for τοῖς τοίχοις οἱ κίονες. Be it observed also that the right 
order of words, when the correction is made, may often be 
a matter of uncertainty. In the case just quoted, for 

instance, is συνῳκοδομοῦντο οἱ τοῖχοι τοῖς κίοσιν more likely 
to have come from σ. τοῖς τοίχοις οἱ κίονες OF σ. οἱ κίονες τοῖς 
τοίχοις We can hardly tell, though I should incline to 
the latter. So in reading πορευόμενον ὑπολείπεσθαι or 
ὑπολείπεσθαι πορευόμενον for πορεύεσθαι ὑπολειπόμενον. 

In some cases it might be more proper, or at any rate 
equally so, to say that the beginnings, not the endings, of 
the words have been exchanged, 6.6. in εὔχομαι ἐλπόμενος, 
ἔλπομαι εὐχόμενος, and in ἥκοντες ἄγομεν for ἄγοντες ἥκομεν. 
In the latter case one would think the copyist had mainly 
in his mind the terminations and rather prefixed 7x- to 
ovres than tackedsovres on to 7x-. So I should say the 
other copyist had -εσθαι -ομενον in his mind and carelessly 
exchanged zopev- and ὑπολειπ- for ὕπολειπ- and πορευ-. In 
Gorgias 484 B the MSS. give βιαίων (sic) τὸ δικαιότατον, 
the text of Aristides δικαιῶν τὸ βιαιότατον. This is 
evidently an exchange rather of beginnings than of 
terminations, as is the MS. variation in Phaedrus 261 A 
between ὡς ἐάν and ἕως av. 
We must distinguish from exchange of terminations 

those cases, not I think at all common, where two words 
have without any alteration simply changed their places 
and relations to other words, 6.0. Xen. Hell. 7. 4. 22 εἰς 
δύο ἔχων, ὥσπερ ἐτύγχανεν ἄγων, Which Schafer corrected to 
εἰς δύο ἄγων, ὥσπερ ἐτύγχανεν ἔχων. In Cratylus 425 Ὁ 
I have suggested that μηχανάς and θεούς should perhaps 
change places. 

In Minto’s Literature of the Georgian Era, p. 253, may 
be found the ludicrous phrase, due to this sort of error, 
‘he would not drink tea with his sugar.’ I cannot at all 
understand a sentence in Landor’s Pericles and Aspasia 
ecxxvii, ‘the concluding act of Agamemnon, the Electra 
of our tragedian,’ 1.6. (I think) Euripides, unless Agamem- 
non and Electra have changed places. 

x 
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(C) In this book (see Index) will be found some suggest- 
ions founded on the occasional exchange of terminations, — 
e.g. Herod. 1.141 ἐκβάντες ὀρχέεσθαι for ἐκβαίνειν dpyeopevor, 
and Xen. Cyn. 12. 21 αὐτοὶ ἐκείνην for αὐτὴν ἐκεῖνοι, and 
have elsewhere proposed in Lycurg. 73 ἠγάπησαν Ss 
for ἀγαπήσαντες ἔστησαν, in Laws 633 Ο αὐτῶν ἑαυτοῦ for 
αὐτοῖς ἑαυτῶν and 663 ὁ τῆς δ᾽ ἀληθείας τὴν κρίσιν for τὴν δ᾽ 
ἀλήθειαν τῆς κρίσεως, and one or two other such changes. — 
I go on now to indicate a few more that might be made. — 
When Brasidas says to the Acanthians (Thue 4. 87. 2) εἰ 3 
ἐμοῦ ταῦτα προϊσχομένου ἀδύνατοι μὲν φήσετε εἶναι, εὖνοι δ᾽ 
ὄντες ἀξιώσετε μὴ κακούμενοι διωθεῖσθαι x.7.r., it woulc 
certainly be a more common Greek way of expressing “ποῦ 
suffer for rejecting them’ to say μὴ διωθούμενοι κακοῦσθαι : 
and ἄλλου αὑτὸν ἀποστερῶν (Thue. 1. 40, 2) ‘ withdrawing — 
himself from another’ strongly suggests ἄλλον αὑτοῦ 
ἀποστερῶν in the more familiar sense of the verb. In the — 
decree ap. [Plut.] Vit. X. Orat. 851 4 ἐκλιπόντων τῶν 
Πανδιονιδῶν τοῦ χορηγεῖν ἐπέδωκε καὶ καθώπλισε τοὺς πολίτας 
τῶν ἐλλειπόντων I can see no meaning in the last words απ 
conjecture τοὺς ἐλλείποντας τῶν πολιτῶν. Plut. Mor. 453 a 
διαστήσαντα τῆς συνεχείας THY αἴσθησιν seems really to me 
τὴν συνέχειαν τῆς αἰσθήσεως. Athenaeus 139 σ᾽ τρια 
πρὸς τοῖς πεντακοσίοις may well stand for πεντακόσια πρὲ 
τοῖς τρισχιλίοις. Cf. 153 »: 108». Diog. L. 6. 35 κερά 
τράχηλον δήσας means nothing and should perhaps be 
κέραμον tpaxyAov. Perhaps too Eur. 1.7. 954 és δ᾽ ὦ 
ἴδιον ἴσον ἅπασι βακχίου μέτρημα πληρώσαντες should ἢ 
πλήρωμα μετρήσαντες, but the text may be right. | 

In an uninflected language like English we cannot ~ 
expect that this sort of error should often occur. But cf. — 
the doubt whether in As You Like It 1. 3. 11 my child’s 
father should not be my father’s child (see Coleridge’s 
notes). 
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_ We are all aware that in speaking and even in writing 
we sometimes use a word which we do not really mean to 

_use. We suddenly become conscious of it, or we learn the 
fact later. Often this familiar error is due to all sorts of 
mental associations and tricks of thought on which we 
need not now dwell. Often there is one definite reason for 
it, namely that we are unconsciously repeating a word we 

_have just used or unconsciously anticipating a word we are 
just going to use. 

_ The mechanical copyist is very likely to make this 
mistake, and it has often been suggested that particular 

_ passages in Greek authors stand as they do in consequence of 
it. We find some sentence that is hardly sense or not sense 
αὖ all. We can perhaps localise the fault in some particular 
word. When we look a little back or a little forward, we 
find that same word in the immediate neighbourhood, ‘and 
it becomes probable or even certain that either the original 
writer or some copyist has fallen a victim to the mental 

infirmity in question. I call special attention to this 
cause of corruption in MSS., because I have over and over 
again been impressed with the probable frequency of its 
action by noticing passages where the difficulty seemed to 
have arisen in this way. When we come across difficulties, 
there are many hypotheses of verae causae and others that 
we may try in succession. I do not think scholars as a 
body think often enough of this particular vera causa, or 
are sufficiently ready to try it as a solution. Iam sure we 
have often only to scan the context and we shall see where 
the puzzling word came from. This is of course only half 
the battle. Having detected the error and its cause, we 

x 2 
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have still to conjecture, if we can, what the displaced wo ε 
really was, and about this we must necessarily be in many 
cases uncertain. It is not a question of a word corrupte 
in the ordinary way by the change of a letter or two, s 
that we have only to hunt for some word more or less — 
similar, the perversion of which has often proceeded wholly 
or in part in ways quite familiar to any scholar who makes » 
such things his study. The displaced word may have little 
or nothing in common with that which has displaced it, 
because resemblance between them was not the reason oj 
the mistake. No doubt resemblance facilitates it. Word: 
of the same general character, the same length, same 
number of syllables, same beginning or ending, lend them. 
selves especially to it. But there need not be any resem 
blance, and therefore in restoring the original word 4 
may often have extremely little to go upon. We may 
best be able to say ‘such or such a word would have be 
quite suitable,’ and there may be a dozen such. But 
I am convinced this is often the real path to follow in’ 
passages that perplex critics and in which one proposes — 
this bad emendation, and another that, just because they 
are clinging more or less to the letters of the origina 
instead of seeing that the word is wholly wrong and has 
come in from the context. 

In reading the fourth volume of the new Teubne 
Diodorus I was struck with several passages that appeare 
to me very clear and instructive examples of the error i 
question. I have therefore, by way of directing attentior 
to it, if possible, placed here my notes on those and othe 
passages of that one volume; and these general remark 
are meant especially to preface those notes. But before 
coming to them I will first set down : a 

(1) some private experiences in this sort of error : 
(2) a few passages in printed English books that seen 

to be illustrations of it : 
(3) some other Greek examples, certain or probable 

that have presented themselves in a few months’ reading. 

(1) The following are sentences shown up to me bj 
pupils. No doubt the blunders were largely due to rapi 
writing. 3 
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‘Rent is money paid to the landlord for the use of rent’ 
(land). 

‘We are more likely to opinion a true opinion.’ Were 
this Greek, someone would certainly maintain that it was 
a good cognate accusative and that opinion was a verb 
which did not happen to occur elsewhere. 

‘Socrates is trying to empty (establish ?) the definition 
of justice... by emptying it of all practical value.’ 

‘A wretched mariner instead of a mariner’ (landsman, 
Eur. Andr. 457). 

‘Put his last entreaties to his kinsman (the emperor) 
into the hands of his kinsman’ (Tac. Ann. 2. 30. 4). 

‘Beyond their beyonds’ ( powers). 

‘In book 7 Aristotle’s conclusion seems to be that 
pleasure is the chief book ’ (good). 

(2) Are not the following sentences in Johnson’s Lives 
mistakes of the same kind? Yet they not only found 
their way into print, but have not, so far as I know, been 
pointed out in all these years. 

Waller (near the end) ‘ He wses the expletive “do” very 
frequently ; and, though he used (lived?) to see it almost 
universally ejected, was not more careful to avoid it in his 
last compositions than in his first.’ 

Thomson ‘ At this time a long course of opposition to 
Sir Robert Walpole had filled the nation with clamours 
for liberty, of which no man felt the want, and with care 
for liberty (safety ?), which was not in danger.’ 

Shenstone (of a ballad) ‘I wish (like?) it well enough to 
wish it were in rhyme.’ 

In Galt’s Lives of the Players, G. Ε΄. Cooke, ‘his 
physical powers were of too physical a texture’ seems to 
exhibit the same error ; and in spite of the care that Pater 
took with his books I do not see how otherwise to explain 
Marius the Epicurean 1. 216: ‘Yet rumour knocked at 
every door and window of the imperial house regarding 
the adulterers who knocked at them, or quietly left their 
lovers’ garlands there.’ On line 37 of Keats’ Ode on a 
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Grecian Urn, ‘what little town . . . is emptied of this folk 
this pious morn’ Palgrave says ‘7ts (folk) has been here 
plausibly but perhaps unnecessarily conjectured.’ 7056. is 
better in itself, and Keats was too good an artist to have 
this twice in three words. 

Somewhat similar is the addition of a word from the 
context, e.g. a negative. Macaulay wrote of Madame 
D’Arblay’s later style of writing ‘She could cease to be 
Fanny Burney; it was not so easy to become Samuel 
Johnson.’ In what is almost a standard edition, brought — 
out by his own publishers, this appears as ‘She could not 
cease to be Fanny Burney; it was not so easy to become 
Samuel Johnson.’ 

(3) Plato Symp. 183 D καλῶς (χρηστῶς) is pretty 
certainly due to καλῷ and 209 A κυεῖν (τεκεῖν Hug) toy 7 
κυῆσαι just preceding: so probably in 209 c the first — 
παίδων to the second. [Ar.] ’A@. Πολ. 19. 1 ἄπιστος Ke : 
πιστός for πικρός : 24. 3 the second ἑπτακοσίους is probably 
a repetition: 41. 2 διὰ τοὺς δημαγωγοὺς ἁμαρτάνειν διὰ 
τήν... ἀρχήν I take the second διά to be inadvertently 
repeated in the place of xard. In Herodas Nairn has 
pointed out three such repetitions, more or less corrected, in 
the MS. : 1. 77 Μητρίχην from 76 : 5. 4 Μένωνος from 3: 8. € 
ἄστησον from ἄστηθι in same line. Teleclides 41. 4 τοῦτ᾽ 
ἔδωκε (ἔδρασε Cobet) from ἔδωκε before: Alexis 110. 24 rag 
σκευασίας πάντων δὲ καὶ τὰς σκευάσεις. [Menand. | Monost. 
539 χθὼν πάντα κομίζει (τίκτει, etc.) καὶ πάλιν κομίζεται. : 
Soph. Fragm. 78 ὦ παῖ, σιώπα: πόλλ᾽ ἔχει σιγὴ καλά : 
one MS. has σιωπή for σιγή. « Eur. Jon 285-6, ION. 
τιμᾷ σφε Πύθιος ἀστραπαί τε Πύθιαι; ΚΡ. τιμᾷ τιμᾷ ὡς Ὶ 
μήποτ᾽ ὥφελον σ᾽ ἰδεῖν (where Πύθιος as well as τιμᾷ 
is a repetition). Ar. Ach. 674 εὔτονον ἀγροικότονον for — 
ἀγροικότερον, and probably 656 διδάξειν from 658: Av. 
1271-2 ὦ σοφώτατε twice: 1441 μειρακίοις comes almost 
certainly from μειράκιον in 1442, and 16 ἐκ τῶν ὀρνέων 
looks like a repetition of 13. Ar. Poet. 13. 1453 a 84. 
σύστασις ἡ διπλῆν... σύστασιν ἔχουσα, where σύστασις 
should be omitted or changed to τραγῳδία. Simon. Amorg. 
7. 82 ἔρξειεν ungrammatically from 80. Herod. 2. 106 
ὦμοισι (ὅπλοισι), from ὥμου and perhaps ὦμον two lines — 



WORDS REPEATED OR ANTICIPATED 311 

above. In Plut. Mor. 528 F ὃ δ᾽ εὐδυσώπητος τὸ θῆλυ τῆς 
ψυχῆς Kal τρυφερὸν ἐμφαίνει διὰ τῆς ὄψεως, τὴν ὑπὸ τῶν 
ἀναισχύντων ὄψιν αἰσχύνην ὑποκοριζόμενος I take ὄψιν to be ἃ 
repetition οὗ ὄψεως and to stand for something like ἧτταν. 
Ὁ. Hal. A. BR. 1. 35. 5 οὕτω τίμιον 75... τῆς βασιλικῆς 
ἐξουσίας τίμημα is altered to cyjpaand μίμημα. vb. 11. 37. 5 
(Appius and Virginia) αἰτησάμενος ἐξουσίαν ἀσπάσασθαι τὴν 
θυγατέρα τοὺς τελευταίους ἀσπασμοὺς ἐπ’ ἐξουσίας καὶ διαλε- 
χθῆναι μόνῃ μόνος I cannot doubt that ἐπ᾽ ἐξουσίας is due to 
ἐξουσίαν and would conjecture ἐπ’ ἐρημίας (ἐρημία only mean- 
ing that no one would be close by): cf. Antiphon 2. 1. 4 
ἐν ἐρημίᾳ ἐλοιδοροῦντο. In the last words of the last excerpt 
20. 17 (20. 9), where Jacoby numerates six emendations of 
πλείονα, it is pretty clearly an erroneous anticipation of the 
πλεῖον following almost immediately. It is odd that Cobet 
did not see the πολέμων which he corrected to τυράννων 
(Observ. ad 1). Hal. p. 142) to be due to πολέμους just 
preceding. Achilles Tatius 4. 4. 7 (see p. 263 above with 
the probable parallel from the Wasps) ἐνέθηκε τὴν κεφαλὴν 
κατὰ μέσην. .. τὴν κεφαλήν (γένυν ἢ). Diog. L. 2. 100 
"Apa γε, Θεόδωρε, ὃ εἶναι dys τοῦτο καὶ εἶ; ἐπινεύσαντος δέ, 
@ys δ᾽ εἶναι θεὸν κιτ.λ. is reproduced in Arsenius (p. 297 
Walz) with θεὸς εἶναι dys anticipating the later θεόν : Ib. 
Ρ. 511 Φίλιππος τὸν πλούσιον καὶ ἀπαίδευτον ἔφησε πλοῦτος 
περιηργυρωμένος (I do not know whether this saying is 
recorded elsewhere) πλοῦτος must be due to πλούσιος, and I 
should conjecture πηλὸν περιηργυρωμένον, πηλός being the 
clay of which man was made by Prometheus. 0d. p. 510 
we find an anticipated negative, SdAwv ἐρωτηθεὶς διὰ τί τὴν 
τύχην καθημένην [οὐ] γράφουσιν εἶπεν ὅτι οὐχ ἕστηκε. 

ee the Index to this volume (‘ Repetitions’) for some 
other similar suggestions. 
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16. 1. 1 γενέσθαι should be γίγνεσθα. A ‘gnomic’ or 
‘frequentative’ aorist infinitive has—in spite of Goodwin— 
no existence. 

Ibid. 6 ἐπὶ τὸ συνεχὲς τῆς ἱστορίας πορευσόμεθα, βραχέα τοῖς 
χρόνοις προσαναδραμόντες. 

In this and some other passages (see the references to 
Polybius 1. 12. 8, ete. in Liddell and Scott) it seems clear 
that προαναδραμόντες Should be written. In all of them the 
writer gives first a brief account of earlier events and 
then goes on with τὸ συνεχὲς τῆς ἱστορίας. πρός would be 
unmeaning. 

16. 22. 3 Should καθ᾽ ἑαυτούς be καθ᾽ Exdorovs? The 
two words do get confused. But éavrovs may very well be 
right, though the other would be clearer. 

16. 35. 4 πεζῇ βοηθήσαντος pera πεζῶν δισμυρίων. 

πεζῇ. Del. Reisk.; fort. scribendum ὀξέως (Fischer). πεζῇ 
is obviously due to πεζῶν. I suggest σπουδῇ as the 
original. 

16. 44. 1 τὴν φιλίαν ἔφασαν τὴν πρὸς Πέρσας τηρεῖν, συμ- 
μαχίαν δὲ ἀποστέλλειν ἀντεῖπαν. 

ἀντεῖπαν cannot be used thus with an infinitive in the 
sense of refused. It means probably answered. It would 
be possible to read οὐκ ἀποστελεῖν ἀντεῖπαν, but I incline to 
think that οὐκ ἐθέλειν has been lost. This would help 
τηρεῖν too. 
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6106. 45. 1 τοὺς ἐπιφανεστάτους τῶν πολιτῶν ἑκατὸν ὡς συμ- 
PovdAovs. 

Perhaps <cis> ἑκατόν. EIC and EK are very like one 
mother. 

ΤΠ 16.59.2 καὶ «ὀλίγον!» τὸ τῶν μισθοφόρων ἔχοντα πλῆθος * 
| ) some such word. 

16. 92. 3 ὁ μὲν τεχνίτης κρίνας οἰκεῖον ὑποληφθήσεσθαι. τὸ 
ΤΠοίημα τῇ διαβάσει τοῦ Φιλίππου καὶ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ἐπι- 
) eae βουλόμενος τοῦ Περσῶν βασιλέως, καίπερ οὖσαν μεγά- 
mV καὶ περιβόητον, ὅπως μεταπέσοιτ᾽ ἂν κ-τ.λ. 

There seems no reason for Fischer’s doubt οὗ διαβάσει. 
Ὁ is a perfectly suitable word and occurs again 17. 16. 1 
ροὔθηκε βουλὴν περὶ τῆς εἰς τὴν ᾿Ασίαν δοβίζως On the 
her hand ἐπιπλῆξαι, which he does not question, can 

Wardly be right. (1) It is not a suitable word. εὐδαιμονία, 
rosperity, power, etc. is not a fault to be rebuked. A 
an may be rebuked for pride, harshness, injustice, and so 

Τ|, not for being very prosperous. (2) ὅπως κιτιλ. cannot 
low properly on a verb of rebuking. (3) The accusative 
‘ter ἐπιπλῆξαι is dubious. If the word is wrong, we may 

iely conclude that D. wrote ἐπιδεῖξαι, which goes per- 
Wetly with ὅπως μεταπέσοιτ᾽ ἄν, and in which 8 is the A 
WA) of ἐπιπλῆξαι. adv with the future optative is of course 
yubtful. 

WT. 7. 5 ὁρᾶσθαι δὲ τὸν ἥλιον ἔτι νυκτὸς οὔσης ἀνατέλ- 
ντα; τὰς ἀκτῖνας οὐκ ἐν κυκλοτερεῖ σχήματι τετραμμένον, 
a τὴν φλόγα κατὰ πολλοὺς τόπους ἔχοντα διεσπαρμένην. 

‘On τετραμμένον, which is clearly impossible, Fischer 

Wf. Plat. Tim. 33 B). 
Remembering how easily [ and T get confused, we 
‘Wry, I think, confidently conjecture περιγεγραμμένον, which 
Wres exactly the right sense. In Aesch. Ag. 1328 I have 

ggested σκιᾷ tis ἂν γράψειεν for σκιᾷ τις ἀντρέψειεν. 
Wrovra would seem a remarkable instance of the termin- 
Won (-μενον) surviving the body of the word and forming 

1ew one. 
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A scholium on line 469 of the Wasps runs λόγον 
πελον : ἀπολογίαν πιθανὴν καὶ εὖ τετραμμένην. Should 1 
this be εὖ γεγραμμένην! ‘A well turned phrase’ 
expressed 1 in Greek by εὖ τετορνευμένην (cf. Thesm. 4), b 
τετραμμένος has no such sense. 

17. 9. 4 ἡδέως ἂν ὃ βασιλεὺς προσεδέξατο τὰς ἐντεύ: 
(petitions) καὶ πάντ᾽ ἂν ἀξιούμενος συνεχώρησεν. 

Probably αἰτούμενος should be read for ἀξιούμενος, whi 
hardly admits of the required meaning, entreated, besou 
For similar confusion of ἄξιος and αἴτιος see Class. 
14. 101 and 17. 10. 

17. 38. 6 οἱ πλεῖστοι yap διὰ τὴν εὐτυχίαν ἐπαίρονται | 
ταῖς εὐπραξίαις, ὑπερήφανοι δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς εὐτυχίαις γινόμενοι | ) 
ἀνθρωπίνης καὶ κοινῆς ἀσθενείας ἐπιλανθάνονται: διὸ καὶ τοὺ 
πλείστους ὁρᾶν ἔστι τὴν εὐτυχίαν ὥσπερ τι βαρὺ φορτίον φέρει 
ἀδυνατοῦντας. 

It is pretty plain that the word εὐτυχία must not occu 
three times in these few lines, and particularly that i 
the first part of the sentence διὰ τὴν er. and ἐν ταῖς. 
can never have been meant to stand in one sequence 
words. Scholars appear to have generally pitched upoi 
the first (εὐτυχίαν) as wrong, conjecturing such words a 
εὐήθειαν and ῥᾳθυμίαν. I should rather suppose εὐτυχίαι 
to be in fault and would substitute for it ἐξουσίαις, a wore 
used in the same phrase (ἐν ταῖς ἐξουσίαις) in the it 
diately preceding sentence. 

thie, a ~~ πὲ eee - κ΄.  Μ:1} 

17. 65. 3 πολλοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς μεγάλης ἡγεμονίας ἐπὶ 
ἐξουσίας ἀναβιβάσας. 

Another case, as Fischer points out, of a word repeate: 
or anticipated. μεγάλης is obviously ‘due to the comin, 
μεγάλας. I should suggest μείονος (ἥττονος 1) or again οὔση 
(ὑπαρχούσης ἣ). 

A very clear case of the same kind occurs in 74. 3 
Cobet has restored ἀπέδωκε for the second ἀπέλυσε: 
obvious one in 76. 4, where ἐπιμένων or ὑπομένων i 
be due to ὑπέμενον just preceding and has been allt 
to various words giving the necessary sense of ὁ te 
Cf. also 82. 3, where ἔχουσιν and ἐχούσας tell the same 
(Fischer). 
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17. 75.7 The same phenomenon perhaps presents itself 
again, when D. speaks of the winged creature ὃ καλεῖται 
| ev ἀνθρηδών, λειπόμενον δὲ μεγέθει μελίττης μεγίστην ἔχει 
τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν. “ΗΘ goes on to mention its points of 
similarity to the bee and makes it plain that ἐπιφάνειαν has 
{ aken the place of some other word. Reiske conjectured 
ὁμοιότητα ; Fischer follows Dindorf in adopting ὠφέλειαν. 
From the context I have no doubt Reiske was right in 
principle, but why did he not think of éudépeav? That 
word (-- ὁμοιότητα) is so like ἐπιφάνειων ---φαίνω and φέρω 
are often confused—that the mistake perhaps requires 
no further explanation. But ἐπιφάνειαν does as a matter 
of fact occur four lines before. 

_ 17. 82. 8 (invaders in snow) σαφὲς δ᾽ οὐδὲν ἐκ διαστή- 
ματος ἦν ἰδεῖν, ἀλλὰ μόνῳ τῷ καπνῷ δηλουμένων τῶν κωμῶν 
ἐλάμβανον οἱ Μακεδόνες οὗ κατοικοῦσιν ἐφιστάμενοι. 

_ Madvig conjectured ἐλάνθανον for ἐλάμβανον, which seems 
possible enough, though not necessary, and τοῖς for οὗ. 
οὗ x. cannot very well be right, but why should rots have 
been altered to ov? ov κατοικοῦσιν suggests to me some- 
thing like οὐ κατιδοῦσιν, οὐκ ἀκούουσιν, οὐ κατακηκούσιν. 

e snow interfered with seeing and hearing. 

Ο17. 105. 7 δρομάδας καμήλους καὶ τὰ νωτοφορεῖν εἰωθότα 
γῶν φορτίων. 

_ The absurd φορτίων looks again due to gop in νωτοφορεῖν. 
Besides ζῴων (Wesseling and Madvig) and Wesseling’s 
ῥοραδίων (not φορταδίων, as it appears in Fischer, who has 
ullowed a good many misprints to pass) we have Fischer’s 
own suggestion of ὀρεικῶν « ζευγῶν". But why anything 
nore than ὀρέων, affected by the -φορεῖν close by ἢ 

17. 110. 2 τῇ καινότητι τῆς καινοτομίας is only another 
nstance of the same thing, so common in this book. The 
irst word is due to the second. Many alternatives 
night be suggested, as of course the lost word need not 
‘esemble καινότητι very closely. δεινότητι would give fairly 
ihe probable sense, but so would many other’ words, 
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17. 114. 1 καὶ yap ἠγάπησεν αὐτὸν τῶν (or ταῖς τῶν) 
στοργῇ φίλων δοξαζομένων καὶ μετὰ τὴν τελευτὴν ἐτίμησ 
αὐτὸν ἀνυπερβλήτως. 

“μάλιστα τῶν Reiske ; πλεῖον aut μᾶλλον Wess.; « ζῶντ 
μάλιστα!» coniicio’ Fischer. 

I would suggest ἐν τοῖς πρῶτον τῶν. Possibly ἐν 
lost in -ov ̓ preceding it ; τοῖς appears as ταῖς by some acc 
dent ; πρῶτον, expressed perhaps by a’, has disappea 5 
unless αὐτόν (which i is weak with another αὐτόν followi 
represents it, for αὐτός and πρῶτος get confused. 

17. 116. 5 ἄλλο σημεῖον περὶ τῆς βασιλείας. 

As Fischer says, βασιλείας seems to be a pure blunde 
for τελευτῆς, his death. After the many blunders « 
repetition or anticipation noticed above, it is curious t 
find here a mistake for which there is really nothing 
the context to account. No cognate word occurs withi 
many lines. 

18. 33. 8. Perdiccas φονικὸς ἦν καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἡγεμό 
περιαιρούμενος τὰς ἐξουσίας καὶ καθόλου πάντων βουλόμ 7 
ἄρχειν βιαίως: 6 δὲ Πτολεμαῖος τοὐναντίον εὐεργετικὸς 
ἐπιεικὴς K.T.A. 

φονικός is much too strong here. φορτικός and κατ 
φρονητικός (Madvig) have been conjectured. Is not φθονερ 
more likely? and @ together often go wrong. : 

18. 41. 7 Antigonus τοῦ χωρίου τὴν ἱκανὴν φυλακὴν ἀ 
λιπὼν ὥρμησεν ἐπὶ τοὺς πορευομένους ἡγεμόνας τῶν πολεμίω 
καὶ δυνάμεις ἔχοντας. 

πορευομένους is of course wrong. Fischer adopts the old 
obvious, but not at all convincing emendation ἐπιπορεῦο 
μένους, While citing πλανωμένους and ὑπολειπομένους 
suggested by Unger. The latter word is supported, 
he shows, by οὗτοι yap ὑπελείποντο . . . ἡγεμόνες in 14. 
but in form it has so little in common with zopevo 
that the mistake would be difficult to explain. Can y 
find a word giving similar sense and nearer in form 
περιγενομένους Would seem to be such, 
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18. 55. 3 There is no reason to think Diodorus could 

be guilty of ἄν with a future infinitive. In οὕτως yap ἂν 
μάλιστα... . ταπεινώσειν, We may omit av with Dindorf or 
read γὰρ δή. ταπεινῶσαι is improbable from considerations 
of hiatus. 

18. 72. 5 Such a construction as τολμήσειν ναυμαχήσειν is 
unlikely in the extreme. Read ναυμαχῆσαι or ναυμαχεῖν. 
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CATULLUS 

XII. 6 Non credis mihi? crede Pollioni 
fratri, qui tua furta vel talento 
mutari velit: est enim leporum 
disertus puer ac facetiarum. 

Munro’s ducentum for disertus has not found general 
favour, and the Horatian centwm puer artiwm is perhaps 
rather against than for it. Horace would have been follow- 
ing Catullus too closely. Nor would ducentwm yield just 
the sense wanted, which is not the abundant humour of 
Pollio but the good taste by which that humour is con- 
trolled. Is it possible that decentwm, is the word which 
Catullus used? Munro’s argument shows how the corrupt- 
ion would occur, and for the form of the word cf. xxxiv. 
12. amniumque sonantum. 

XXX. 3 Jam me prodere, iam non dubitas fallere, pertide ἢ 
num facta impia fallacum hominum caelicolis 

placent ἢ 
que tu neglegis ac me miserum deseris in malis. 

Que in line 5 has been turned by various editors to quae, 
quos, quem, and quom. Perhaps it stands for gueis = quibus, 
agreeing with malis and forming an exclamation. So in 
σιν. 31 L. Miiller reads queis for que. 

XXXVI. 9 Et hoc pessima se puella vidit 
iocose lepide vovere divis. 

Lesbia had vowed that she would offer to the god of fire 
électissima pessim, poetae scripta. To call her pessima 

Υ 
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puella just after recording this would surely be awkward 
the word pessumus ought not to recur immediately i 
another application. Ht haec pessivma, in which pessimé 
agrees with haec, gets over this difficulty, but leaves a poo: 
and obscure meaning. Borrowing Postgate’s sic for 8, 
and the old emendation 000 se lepido I suggest 

Acceptissima sic puella vidit 
ioco se lepido vovere divis. 

Acceptum face redditumque votum in 16 peers S 
ports this. 

LXI. 21 Floridis velut enitens 
myrtus Asia ramulis, 

quos Hamadryades deae 
ludicrum sibi rosido 

nutriunt umore. 

The substitution of a spondee for a dactyl in the phe 
cratean may no doubt be paralleled not only by the spond 
for dactyls in the hendecasyllabic poem LV (Oramus 
forte non molestumst) but by Seneca’s spondaic glyconies i 
Oedipus 903-935, e.g. tuta me media vehat | vita decurr 
4yia. But what still justifies some doubt is the fact that 
the forty or fifty pherecrateans of this poem we find ᾿ 
spondee only once. In LV and in the Oedipus it oce 
many times. Is it likely that in a long poem Cat 
would use the licence (unknown to Greek writers?) ¢ 
and once only, and that without being pressed by a pre 
name or some other great difficulty? He had only 
write nutriere liquore. Cf. Prop. 1. 20. 47. prolaps 
leviter facilt traxere liquore. 

71-73 Quae tuis careat sacris 
non queat dare praesides 
terra finibus. 

This and the two preceding stanzas are made so clo 
to correspond that, as the others both begin with 
negative, we may perhaps ask whether lines 71 and 
should not change places. : 

76-78 Claustra pandite ianuae : 
virgo adest. Viden ut faces 
splendidas quatiunt comas 4 
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Ellis retains adest with all the MSS., but most 
recent edd. seem to adopt Schrader’s ades, making virgo 
vocative. Line 224 claudite ostia, virgines, suggests that 
4 should perhaps read virgines here. There is no difficulty 
arising from the viden following: cf. lxii. 6-8. 

_ LXIII. 50 Patria o mei creatrix, patria o mea genetrix. 

Perhaps mea creatrizx. Met may be due to some one 
who had not noticed that Catullus writes Propontida 
trucem (iv. 9), ampotentia freta: (ib. 18), wltuma Britannia 
(xxix. 4). Those other passages did not lend themselves 
to change. 

53-4 Ut apud nivem et ferarum gelida stabula forem 
et earum omnia adirem furibunda latibula. 

__ Line 54 has two grievous blots. In the first place, 
though the point is disputed, I feel convinced that omnia 
adirem is metrically impossible. Secondly the feeble and 
uperfluous earwm should long ago have been called in 
uestion and expelled. How then shall we restore the 

line 2 I conjecture that earwm has taken the place of an 
perfect subjunctive, and further that the word probably 
gan with a long syllable, because otherwise no verse 

between 40 (lustravii) and 67 (linquendum) starts with 
wo long syllables, and this would be a much longer interval 

than ordinary. In the first seventeen lines of the poem 
there are three so beginning. It is very probable then that 
Catullus used here a favourite word of his and wrote et 
viserem omnia. Cf. Prop. 1, 1. 12 tbat et hirsutas ille 
videre feras, where videre need not have been questioned, 
and 1. 9. 19 Armenias cupies accedere tigres. Adirem, 
hich there is strong metrical reason for suspecting, may 
band for ardens, and the line will run 

Et viserem omnia ardens furibunda latibula. 

It is immaterial to my conjecture whether furzbunda is 
feminine singular or neuter plural, but I am inclined to 
agree with those who make it the former: cf. 68. The 
miser of 51 refers to another day. 

Υ 2 
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75 Geminas deorum ad auris nova nuntia referens. 

Exception seems rightly taken to this on the grounds 
that not the gods in general but Cybele alone should be 
mentioned, and that a phrase like geminae aures is Ὁ 
used with reference to one person. 

Although geminas looks, as Munro says, genuine, it m 
be just worth while to suggest dominae deorum or dear 
as a possible reading. Cybele is especially known 
domina (cf. lines 13 and 91 of this poem, Virg. den. 3. L 
Ap. Rhod. 1. 1125 μητέρα Δινδυμίην πολυπότνιαν) : ἃ 
domina deorum (dearum) would correspond to the 
θεάων of the Greeks. 

LXIV. 16 Illa atque (haud) alia viderunt luce mz 
mortales oculis nudato corpore nymphas. — 

So Ellis after Bergk, but the MSS. have only illa a 
alia. Munro (quaque alia’). Reise, pointing out 
the negative notion is inconsistent with many myths, 
poses to read ila felici. Illi tranquilla would be a μι 
deal nearer to the MSS. 

LXVI_. 11 Qua rex tempestate novo auctus hymene x 

vastatum fines iverat Assyrios. 

If novo auctus hymenaeo is right, we should prok 
take hymenaeo in the sense of ‘ marriage-song,: for | 1 
doubtful whether in the singular it can mean ‘ma 
In lxiv. 20 and 141 Catullus uses the plural. No do 
auctus might go with the song as in lxiv. 25 it goes ¥ 
the torches (taedis felicibus aucte). But the unus 
hiatus sets us thinking whether we should not write ne 
auctus hymenaeis. All other apparent cases of such hia 
in Catullus may be confidently put down to corruy c 

about this particular instance. 

XC. Nascatur magus ex Gelli matrisque nefando 
coniugio et discat Persicum aruspicium : 

nam magus ex matre et gnato gignatur oportet, 
si vera est Persarum impia religio. ; 

Should we not read nascetur and discet ? 
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1. 1. 31 

Vos remanete, quibus facili deus annuit aure, 
sitis et in tuto semper amore pares : 

in me nostra Venus noctes exercet amaras, 

et nullo vacuus tempore defit amor. 

The prayer or wish in δ {78. seems out of place. The 
antithesis is imperfect unless their security and happiness 
is taken for granted. We may read either estvs, under- 
standing its subject gut out of guibus: or with less prob- 
ability s¢tzs wt, governed by annuwit. 

Two or three unsatisfactory conjectures have been made 
for nostra. Read probably vestra, between which and in 
me there is an antithesis—‘ kind to you, cruel to me.’ The 
‘two words are apt to get confused. Thus in 2. 34 b, 30 
the MSS. are divided between noster and vester. 

1. 4. 11 

Haec sed forma mei pars est extrema furoris: 
sunt maiora quibus, Basse, perire iuvat, 

ingenuus color et multis decus artibus et quae 
gaudia sub tacita ducere veste libet. 

The last words seem hopeless. For color critics have 
suggested calor, pudor, lepor. I venture to suggest ingen. 
wum celere. 

1.17.3 

Nec mihi Cassiope solito visura carinam. 

Should we read saltem for the puzzling solzto —‘ will not 
even look’? 
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1. 21.3 

Quid nostro gemitu turgentia lumina torques ? 
pars ego sum vestrae proxima militiae. 

Quid seems wrong, and qu, ἔμ ἃ have been propos 
I think the poet wrote quod as in 3. 2. 9. 

2. 5. 28 

Cynthia forma potens, Cynthia verba levis. 

Surely it is impossible that Propertius wrote anything s 
awkward as verba levis. Symmetry imperatively demar 
a nominative parallel to forma, and what can it be bi 
linguat Verba I take to be an explanatory gloss. In 
28. 14 the forma and the lingua of Cynthia are again pt 
together : 

Hoc tibi lingua nocens, hoc tibi forma dedit. 

For lingua used of a person compare the use of γλῶττα in 
Cratinus’ apostrophe to Pericles ὦ μεγίστη γλῶττα τῶν “EAA 
dwv, Aeschrio (ὃ Bergk) Πολυκράτης δέ, τὴν γονὴν ᾿Αθηναῖος, | 
λόγων τι παιπάλημα καὶ κακὴ γλῶσσα, Herodas 6. 16 wee 
νώβυστρα, ὦτα μοῦνον καὶ γλάσσαι: ΑΥ. Frogs 561 ὦ μιαι 
φάρυγξ (ἢ). The use of lengua in 3. 11. 56 and Livy 4. 
12 is only partly parallel. In Virgil Aen. xi. 339 Drandl 
is a frigida bello dextera. Cf. Shakspere’ s hide thee, t 
bloody hand (Lear 3. 2. 53), Milton’s there be pens an 
heads sitting (Areop.), blind mouths (Lycidas), and a rough 
tongue draws hitherward (Samson A. 1066), Wordsworth 
thou eye among the blind, that deaf and silent readst et 
(Ode on Int. of Imm.), Scott’s Fleet foot on the corre 
(L. of the L.), the Greek poet's γαστέρες ἀργαί with Hes, 
Theog. 26, ete. 

2. 12. 15 

Evolat a! nostro quoniam de pectore nusquam, 
assiduusque meo sanguine bella gerit. 

Rather nunquam, which is repeated in assidwus. 
similar change should, I think, be made in a passage of thi 
Murena, Cicero says (ὃ 28) Sapiens existimart nen 
potest in ea prudentia quae neque extra Romam usquan 
neque Ltomae rebus prolatis quicquam valet. There 
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usquam should be unquam. Hatra Romam and Romae 
‘refer to place, wnquam and rebus prolatis to time. With- 
out wnquam the sense is inadequately expressed. 

2. 15. 3 

Quam multa apposita narramus verba lucerna. 

I conjecture garrymus verba as a much more suitable 
expression. 

2. 18. 10 

Illum saepe suis decedens fovit in ulnis 
quam prius adiunctos sedula lavit equos. 

Quam prius for prausquam seems impossible. Mart. 9. 
35. 6 is not parallel. Should we not read quom (cum) 
prius ... lavit ‘after first bathing’? 

sda.) 
A me 

nata coronatis Musa triumphat equis. 

A me nata is a somewhat bold figure when used of a 
Muse. Should we read mota? Movere Musam would be 
a more poetical version of Virgil’s cantusque movere, which 
is used of the Muses themselves (Aen. 10. 163). 

3. 5. 25 

Tum mihi naturae libeat perdiscere mores, 
quis deus hanc mundi temperet arte domum. 

For quis read qua. 

3.10.1 

Mirabar quidnam misissent mane Camenae, 
ante meum stantes sole rubente torum. 

natalis nostrae signum misere puellae 
et manibus faustos ter crepuere sonos. 

Is it not clear that Propertius wrote risissent and risere ? 
[The editor of the Class. Rev. tells me that the first change 
was proposed long ago by Lievens and Passerat. Why has 
it not been adopted 1] 
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3.11. 5 

Venturam melius praesagit navita mortem, 
vulneribus didicit miles habere metum. 

Instead of mortem Bihrens reads noctem with some MS. 
authority. Neither word is at all suitable, and I conject- 
ure venturum... ventum. Cf. Virg. G. 1. 356, ete, 
Seneca (?) Agam. 490 agitata ventis unda venturis twmet. 

Ibid. 25 
Duxit et Euphratem medium quam condidit arees. 

Arcts Béhrens and Postgate. Others gua condidit arces 
with some MS. authority. Is mediwm quas condidit arce: 
possible? I do not know anything exactly parallel, unles 
it be Soph. Aj. 272 αὐτὸς μὲν ἥδεθ᾽ οἷσιν εἴχετ᾽ ἐν κακοῖς. 

ὃ. 14. 8 

Quod non infames exercet corpore laudes 
inter luctantes nuda puella viros. 

Editors have adopted Dorat’s ludos for laudes. I have 
sometimes thought of luwctas, though the word wants better 
authority. Lewis and Short quote exercebat luctam from 
Capitolinus. Lwctas inter luctantes would be no more 
objectionable than shout among the shouting crew (Scott) 
or ἴσος ἔν γ᾽ (or ὧν) ἴσοις ἀνήρ Soph. Phil. 685: κοινὸς ἐν 
κοινοῖσι Aj. 261. ; 

3. 21. 6 

Omnia sunt temptata mihi, quacunque fugari 
possit. 

Ought not this to be posset ? 

4. ΠῚ 

Nulli cura fuit externos quaerere divos, 
cum tremeret patrio pendula turba sacro. 

Pendula seems doubtful. Perhaps sedula. 

4, 3. 21 

Dignior obliquo funem qui torqueat Ocno. 

Why should Ocnus be obliquus ? Rather obliguum or 
oblique. 



PROPERTIUS 329 

4. 4. 87 

Prodiderat portaeque fidem patriamque iacentem, Ὁ 
nubendique petit quem velit ipsa diem. 

No good meaning can be got out of 88 as it stands with 
either ipsa or wpse. Read putat for petit and all is clear: 
she thinks she has only to name the day. The mistake is 
the same as that suggested below in Juv. 10. 54, where 
petuntur should perhaps be putentur. Possibly it is to be 
found also at the beginning of poem 2 of this fourth book : 

Qui mirare meas tot in uno corpore formas, 
accipe Vertumni signa petenda dei. 

There is authority there for paterna and Postgate adopts 
Housman’s regna paterna. I am not convinced of its being 
right, and would just suggest szgna putanda, ‘hear what 
are to be regarded as marks of Vertumnus.’ The passer-by 
is supposed to wonder at the figure and not know for whom 
it is meant. But I feel very doubtful. 

4. 6. 27 

Cum Phoebus linquens stantem se vindice Delon 
(nam tulit iratos mobilis unda notos) 

-“ adstitit Augusti puppim super. © >’ 

Unda has been generally altered (una, tlla,or ante), but 
editors have acquiesced in nam. The second hand in F 
however gives non (probably a conjecture), and surely that 
is right. The island of Delos non tultt notos, that is, gave 
way before them and was blown about, just as in 4. 9. 62 
the gate gave way before the efforts of Hercules (nec γε 
iratam tana clausa sitim), and as in 1. 8b, 28 Cynthia 
gave way before her lover’s prayers (assiduas non tulit illa 
preces). Cf. probably 3. 7.47: Virg. Aen. 8. 256: Theoer. 
23. 16. 

In line 13 of this poem ducuntur may be right in 
Caesaris in nomen ducuntur carmina but dicentur suggests 
itself very strongly. If picta in 26 armorum et radus picta 
tremebat aqua is to be altered, tacta is perhaps as likely as 
acta. 
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4. 7, 85 

Hic Tiburtina iacet aurea Cynthia terra : 
accessit ripae laus, Aniene, tuae. 

So Bahrens and most editors. The MSS. vary a little, 
but they all seem to begin with sed, not hic, which in some 
comes later. Postgate in the Corpus : Hic Tiburne tua, 
etc. I would suggest that for sed we should read quod. 
Cf. on 1. 21. 3 above. a 

4, 9. 37 

Audistisne aliquem tergo qui sustulit orbem ? 

Probably auditis. Cf. line 39 quis facta Herculeae non 
audit fortia clavae? where I take audit to be present. 
So constantly ἀκούω, κλύω, πυνθάνομαι in the presen 
tense. 

4.10.5 

Imbuis exemplum primae tu, Romule, palmae 
huius. : 

Primae should perhaps be primus. Cf. the corruption — 
suggested in 4. 3. 21 above, and in 3. 11. 58 femineas 
timuit territa Marte minas, where Postgate has rightly 
written femineo. The tendency is to make the adjectiv 
agree with the prominent noun at the end of the line, 
Against his argument in Journal of Philology 17. 244. 
should contend that ‘was the first to handsel’ is a pleor 
astic but not a ludicrous phrase, any more than % ! 
prima imitia incohastis lbertatis vestrae Liv. 3. 54. ἕ 
where the pleonasm is doubled; and that here prim 

yn 

palmae huius is at least awkward! 
4 3 

Ibid. 45 
Ἷ ' 

Haec (nune, hinc) spolia in templo tria condita: caus 58. 

Feretri, 
+ 

crimine quod certo dux ferit ense ducem. 

In 46 Postgate reads omine with N and the secon 
hand of V, Bahrens nwmine by his own conjecture. ΑΒ 
Propertius is explaining the origin of the name Feretrius, 
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 omine points clearly to nomine, on which Feretri will - 
_ depend. In that case cawsa must be corrupt, and Proper- 
_ tius may very well have written 

Haec spolia in templo tria condita cassa Feretri 
nomine, quod certo dux ferit ense ducem. 

Compare Virgil’s gravibus rastris galeas pulsabit wanes, 
and Propertius himself in 2. 25. 8 Ht vetus ὧν templo 

_ bellica parma vacat: also Coleridge’s 

The knight’s bones are dust 
And his good sword rust ; 
His soul is with the saints, I trust. 

4. 11. 86 

Seu tamen adversum mutarit ianua lectum, 
sederit et nostro cauta noverca toro. 

Editors are rather put to it to explain cauta, as may be 
seen by looking at the notes of Paley, Postgate, or Ramsay. 
Heinsius torva. Did Propertius write culta ‘ well-dressed ’? 
So in 1. 2. 26 wnt siqua placet, culta puella sat est: Juv. 
11. 202 quos cultae decet assedisse puellae. We must not 
think of lawta. 

I append a few varia on other Latin authors. 

Lucretius 1. 256 

Frondiferasque novis avibus canere undique silvas. 

For canere we should perhaps read sonere (3. 156). So 
- Gell.1. 2. 2. avibus personante. It is very bold to speak of 

the woods as singing. But cf. Wordsworth Prelude 8. 230 
all the pastures dance with lambs. 

1. 263 

Quando alid ex alio reficit natura nec ullam 
rem gigni patitur nisi morte adiuta aliena. 

Adiuta should I think be adiutam, for which, if 
Wakefield may be trusted, there is some slight MS. 
authority. Morte alvena points to this, for it ought to 
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“mean the death of something else than that to which the — 
participle refers, 1.6. if we keep adiwta, something else than 
nature. . 

I have often thought that the same change should be 3 
made in the famous picture of Mars and Venus (1. 35): 

Atque ita suspiciens tereti cervice reposta 
pascit amore avidos inhians in te, dea, visus, 
eque tuo pendet resupini spiritus ore. 

Terett cervice points to Venus, not Mars, and repostam 
is clearly suggested by the parallels which Munro quotes: 
Cic. Arat. frag. 8 terets cervice reflecum: Virg. Aen 
8. 633 terete cervice reflexcam (but reflexa has much 
more authority): and even perhaps Ov. Met. 10. 558 
imque sinu wrens posita cervice reclinis (though that 
might be quoted on the other side), for the words posite 
cervice reclinis go together and refer to Venus. 

2. 1029 

Quod non paulatim minuant mirarier omnes. | 

Mititant Lachmann, and at one time Munro, who 
afterwards restored minuant. Perhaps linquant. | 
6. 654 mirart multa relinquas. τ 

3. 852 Ht should I think be wt, like the velut of 832. 

3. 970. 

Sic alid ex alio nunquam desistet oriri 
vitaque mancipio nulli datur, omnibus usu. 

Surely desistit with the Cambridge MS. 

Cicero pro C. Rab. Post. 40 If at permutata ete. is — 
written as a sort of quotation, the quotation stops at 
pecunia est. In any case subductae naves begins pe 
answer to at... pecunia est. 

Pro Murena5 Non tam me officcum debwit ad hominis 
amict fortunas quam res publica consulem ad communem 
salutem defendendam vocare. 

The antithesis points to something like debwit 
<hominem> or <amicum>. : 
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De Fato 46 aliam enim quandam vim motus habebant 
(atomt) a Democrito impulsionis, quam plagam tlle appellat, 
a te, Hpicure, gravitates et ponderrs. 

The latter part of this is very deficient in construction. 
Is it not clear that Cicero wrote <aliam> a te ? 

Virg. Aen. 11. 843 
Nec tibi desertae in dumis coluisse Dianam 
profuit. 

Deserta seems not so fit an epithet for Camilla as for 
the goddess she serves. So we have ‘Ceres in the fields’ 
in 2. 714: Hst urbe egressis tumulus templumque 
vetustum desertae Cererts. Should we read desertam? 

12. 40 

Quid consanguinei Rutuli, quid cetera dicet 
Italia, ad mortem si te—Fors dicta refutet !— 
prodiderim natam et connubia nostra petentem ! 

Perhaps we ought to write prodidero. δὲ with perfect 
subjunctive is an extremely rare construction. See 
Driger’s Hist. Synt. 2. p. 717; some of the possible 
instances given there are pretty certainly future perfects. 
Further, prodidervm requires by regular sequence dicat, 
and no example is quoted of a future in apodosis with 
perfect subjunctive in protasis, though with a present 
subjunctive in protasis it is not uncommon. Which is the 
more likely, that there is a trifling mistake in the MS. 
tradition, or that Virgil coupled one rare use with another 
probably unique? | 

Horace, Sat. 1. 10. 8 

Et est quaedam tamen hic quoque virtus. 

, Should hic be haec? 

Sat. 2. 6. 59 

Perditur haec inter misero lux non sine votis. 

Several suggestions have been made for getting rid of 
the doubtful present passive perditur. I would add to 
them truditwr, comparing not only Odes 2. 18. 15 truditur 
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dies die, which is less parallel, but Petron. Sat. 45 ste vit 
truditur: Sen. de Brev. Vit. 17. 6 per occwpationes vita ἢ 
trudetur. a 

Epist..1. 2. 31 

Ad strepitum citharae cessatum decors curam. 

In this much disputed passage I am disposed to sugges 
cessantes (or cessamtem) ducere cenam. Is it not mad 
probable by the αἰεὶ δ᾽ ἡμῖν dais τε φίλη κίθαρίς τε κ-τ.λ. 
which Horace is following ? 

Epist. 1. 11. 16 

Nec, si te validus iactaverit Auster in alto, 
idcirco navem trans Aegaeum mare vendas. 

This, like the passage of the Aeneid above, contains a 
very unusual sequence of tenses Soh ν 2, p. 714), anc 
we may conjecture vendes. In Epist. 1. 2. 17, 

Rursus quid virtus et quid sapientia possit 
utile proposuit nobis exemplar Ulixen, 

we should certainly expect posset (cf. the note on Prop. 
3. 21. 6 above), but possibly the present may be excusec 
by its coming before the perfect on which it depends, 

Eyist. 2. ἃ. 80 

Tu me inter strepitus nocturnos atque diurnos 
vis canere et contacta sequi vestigia vatum ? 

Contacta most MS., but some have contracta, which i 
usually read. Bentley non tacta. Perhaps non trita. 

Ars P. 48 
Si forte necesse est 

indiciis monstrare recentibus abdita rerum, 
fingere cinctutis non exaudita Cethegis 
continget dabiturque licentia sumpta pudenter, 
et nova fictaque nuper habebunt verba fidem, si 
Graeco fonte cadent parce detorta. | 

Why Graeco? It cannot really be supposed that Horace 
would allow the coinage of no new Latin word, unless it 
came direct from the Greek. <Abdita rerwm might for a 
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moment mislead a reader into thinking of scientific or 
philosophical terms, such as we even now take from Greek 
sources. But Horace is speaking of poetry, not philosophy 
or science. He is concerned only with such words as the 
promisst carminis auctor. (45) may find it convenient to 
coin. What rule then was he likely to lay down for the poet? 
Of course, that if a new word were wanted, he should 
form it with such deflexion as might be necessary from a 
good native stem. Such are the Greek words that in the 
Poetics (21. 9) Aristotle calls πεποιημένα: ἀρητήρ for 
instance formed from ἀρᾶσθαι, when a substantive was 
wanted, or ἔρνυξ varied from ἔρνος for a special use. Here, 
as in many other points (of which no sufficient study seems 
to have been made), Horace is repeating the Poetics, but 
with due adaptation. What he stipulates for is that new 
Latin words shall come from a good old (Latin) source: 
not Graeco but prisco fonte. Priscus is a favourite word 
of his, used by him some twelve times as against Virgil’s 
seven and Juvenal’s one, 

Ars P. 203 

Tibia 
. .. tenuis simplexque foramine pauco. 

Foramine pauco=foraminibus paucis is questionable 
Latin for Horace. The MSS. which Keller puts into his 
third class appear to have parvo. In respect of simplicity 
or complexity the number of holes is much more important 
than their size: cf. ἡμίοπος. 1 suggest therefore foranune 
parco. But, as I can find no instance in which parcus 
with a singular substantive seems equivalent to pauct with 
a plural (parcum sal, parca moles, parcum volnus are not 
instances), I would take foramine as a sort of collective 
noun, in which case size or quantity translates itself into 
number. Thus miles may be collective and we could say 
parco milite. Horace uses flos rosaruwm in a sort of 
collective way (Od. 3. 29.3: cf. 3.15.15: 1. 4. 10) and 
we could say flos parcus. For similar collective singulars 
ef. Lucr. 1. 405 intectas fronde quietes: Luc. 7. 834 
nunquam tanto se volture caelum Indwit: Juv. 13. 57 
marores glandis acervos. This way of understanding 
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foramine was suggested to me. by Dr. F. A, Dixey, whe 
I asked about the musical point, Then cf. Silius 6. 3: 
parco tectam velamine. : 

Tibullus 1. 5. 3 

namque agor ut per plana citus sola verbere t 
quem celer adsueta versat ab arte puer. 

There is no reason why the boy should be called cel 
Read celerem. 

Ovid Fast 3. 115 Illa quidem <e> foeno. 

Quintil. 1 prooem. 16 quis enim non de itisto, aequo 
bono, modo non et vir pessimus, loquitur ? 

The second et is probably a mistake for sit. 

3.2.1 cui dubium est quin sermonem ab ipsa 
natura geniti protinus homines acceperint (quod 
principium est eius rei) huie studiwm et ier 
dederit utilitas, summam ratio et exercitatio ? 

Read quin <quem> sermonem... huic ete. 

Statius Silv. 3. 5. 11 . 

dic tamen, unde alta mihi fronte et nubila voltus ? — 

Should it not be altam.. frontem? The ablative i 
awkward in itself and_still more with nwbila following. — 

4. 4. 31 
Eleis auriga laboribus actos 

Alpheo permulcet equos. : 

Probably actis. Statius was thinking ον eins Aen. 
8. 635 magnis Circensibus actis. 

Juvenal 1. 147 

Nil erit ultervius quod nostris moribus addat 
posteritas : eadem facient cupientque minores. 
omne tm praecipits vitium stetit. 

‘All vice has settled at its zenith’ say Mayor and 
others. But another explanation (not my own, though 1 
cannot say where I saw it) is so clearly preferable that th 

-Ἂ 
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current rendering ought to be banished from editions. In 
praecipite cannot mean at its zenith. Ground is not called 
praeceps simply as being high: it is called so when there 
is a sheer descent below. Praeceps in such a case connotes 
the possibility of falling or rushing rapidly down, 

The phrase i praecipiti is always used, literally or 
figuratively, in this sense. What Virgil A. 2. 460 calls 
turrim in praecipiti stantem stands on the edge of the 
palace roof and is sent toppling over (cf. Henry’s Aeneidea 
ad loc.). Seneca uses it figuratively in Hp. 23. 6 im 
praecipite voluptas ; ad dolorem vergit, nist modum teneat, 
Le. you are easily precipitated from pleasure into pain. 
Petron. Sat. 55 has quam in praecipiti res humanae essent 
vario sermone garrymus and Tac. A. 4. 30. 4 Caesar trritas 
leges, rem publicam in praecipitt conquestus. So Hor. 8. 
2. 3. 293 casus medicusve levarit aegrum ex praecipiti, 
where Palmer notes ‘in praecipite is a technical term used 
of the critical state of a sick person, Cels. 2. 6.’ Add 
Gell. 9. 15. 5 apud Iuliant aures in praecipite stare et 
subitaria dictione periculum suit facere audebat. So with 
other prepositions Vellevws 2. 3.4 wht semel recto deerratum 
est, in praeceps pervemitur ; Plin. Hp. 9. 26. 2 debet orator 
erigi.., efferri, ac saepe accedere ad praeceps. Nam 
plerumque altis et excelsis adiacent abrupta. 

Two passages of special interest remain to be quoted, 
which Juvenal, who often draws from Cicero and is full of 
echoes of Seneca, may well have had in his mind: Sen. 
Ep. 97. 10 non pronum euntibus tantum in vitia, sed 
praeceps: Cic. Tusc. 4. 18. 42 (vitia) sunt i lubrico 
ancitataque semel proclive labuntur sustinerique nullo 
modo possunt, where (vitia) sunt in lubrico is just in 

Y praecipits vitium stetit. 
Juvenal’s meaning is therefore ‘All vice stands on a 

sheer descent’ (2.6. just at its edge). ‘Once start and you 
soon reach the bottom. We have already reached it and our 
posterity can go no further.’ Stetit must be a gnomic 
perfect, though I am unable to put my finger on another 
example of this in Juvenal, for the examples in Weidner’s 
grammatical index are more than doubtful. Palmer 
proposed for other reasons to read omne in praecipiti 
vitium est, era! utere velrs. 

Z 
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e ST 

Ubi nunc lex Iulia? dormis? 

Rather dormit ? 

_ Ibid. 68 
est moecha Fabulla, 

damnetur, si vis ; etiam Carfinia talem 
non sumet damnata togam. 

Whether we adopt this punctuation of Biicheler’s or th 
old one which joins etiam Carfima with damnetur, I ὃ 
inclined to think est in 68 should be 85,6. It is well know 
that the confusion is very common. i 

Ibid. 170 

Sic praetextatos referunt Artaxata mores. 

Read referent to suit the future tenses preceding. 

8. 26 

Agnosco procerem ; salve, Gaetulice, seu tu 
Silanus, quocunque alio de sanguine ; rarus 
civis et egregius patriae contingis ovanti ; ; 
exclamare libet ete. 

This is Mayor’s punctuation. Biicheler has practiecs 
the same, a comma after sanguine. Ribbeck and Weidr 
have a pause after Szlanus, no stop whatever at sangui 
and only a comma after ovantt. But no punctuation w 
make the passage quite right. I believe we ought to re 
alto for alio.. Juvenal likes to mention two or more thir 
and then generalise with a quisquis, quicunque, or 5 
like. So in line 36 nomen erit pardus tagris leo, st qu 
adhuc est quod fremat in terris violentius. So in 13.784 
he specifies a whole number of divine weapons and then st 
them up quidquid habent telorum armamentaria 
So in 15. 99 post omnes herbas, post cuncta anima 
quidquid cogebat vacur ventris furor. Cf. Liv. 1. 59. 
stirpe ferro igni, quacunque denique vt possim. In t 
same way here quocunque de sanguine is meant 
generalise. What he wrote was ‘Gaetulicus, Silanus, - 
any noble family you please.’ For altus in this sense 
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line 40 alto Drusorum stemmate and line 131 altaque sv te 
nomina delectant: also 6. 607 domibus...altis and 
perhaps 6. 385. Virgil Aen. 6. 500 has the exact ex- 
pression, genus alto a sanguine Teucri. For the confusion 
of alius and altus cf. the now well-known substitution of 
multo for mulio in line 148 of this satire. These very 
words have been confused in 10. 150 where the MSS. vary 
between altosque elephantos and aliosque elephantos. (I 
think it has not been pointed out that alios is confirmed 
by a passage in Aristotle de Caelo 2. 14. 19 λέγουσι δὲ 
τεκμαιρόμενοι καὶ τοῖς ἐλέφασιν, ὅτι περὶ ἀμφοτέρους τοὺς 
τόπους τοὺς ἐσχατεύοντας τὸ γένος αὐτῶν ἐστιν) In Lucr. 5. 
1128 αἰδ8δ has been read for altis since Lambinus. 
Quocunque alto de sanguine then is to be joined with 
contingis, whatever stop we prefer to put at ovante. 

8. 192 quants sua funera vendant. 

The view set forth by Madvig and still better perhaps 
by Mr. Lendrum (Class. Rev. 4. 230) seems to be now the 
prevalent one, but not universally accepted. According to 
them the death is not physical, but moral. So deep is the 
disgrace of the man, that it amounts to a sort of suicide. 
While Madvig seems to make /wnera mean dead bodies, 
Lendrum understands deaths, and this seems the better 
interpretation. 

I desire only to illustrate the passage, as thus explained. 

Plaut. Bacch. 485 ego illum perisse dico quot quidem 
perut pudor: Cic. pro Rosc. Am. 113 of a man made 
infamous 7s inter honestos homines atque adeo inter vivos 
numerabitur ? Verr. 2. 4. 15. 33 cum tam pro damnato 
mortuoque esset: Ov. Trist. 1.3.23 of his own disgrace and 
exile femina virque meo, puert quoque funere maerent : 
Pont. 2. 3. 3 quid enim status hic a funere differt ? with 
1018 1.16: and Pont. 3.4.75 st genus est mortis male 
viwere: Rutil. Nam. 1. 518 perditus hic vivo funere cwis 
erat (not of disgrace). The same seems to be Juvenal’s 
meaning in line 85, dignus morte perit, perit meaning he is 
as good as dead. Add the famous expression of Laberius 
eques Lomanus e lare egressus meo domum revertar mimus. 
Cf. Eur. fragm. 1028 ὅστις νέος dv μουσῶν ἀμελεῖ, τόν τε 

Ζ 2 
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παρελθόντ᾽ ἀπόλωλε χρόνον καὶ τὸν μέλλοντα τέθνηκε. Tennyson — 
Princess Beatrice ‘that white funeral of the single ἴθ, 
meaning marriage: Emerson Miscell. ‘absolute badness is 
absolute death’: Dickens Old Curiosity Shop, Ch. 60, ἃ 
sad errand! a moral funeral, quite !’ a 

10. 23-27 prima fere vota etc. To my mind the orde: 
would be greatly improved, if these lines were placed 
between 14 and 15. Where they stand, they seem 
awkwardly to begin the subject over again. Also, if 
moved, they would explain zgztur in 15, which at present 
is rather unmeaning. ἢ 

10. 54 

Ergo supervacua aut perniciosa petuntur, 
propter quae fas est genua incerare deorum Ἷ 

Against Lachmann’s aut ne perniciosa petantur an 
Munro’s aut ut perniciosa petuntur it may be argued tha 
their order of words belongs to Horace rather than t 
Juvenal, and that their sentences are harsh. Moreove 
such a question as they supposed to be put is hardly π΄ 
place here, and should rather occur at 346 nal erg 
optabunt homines ὁ Madvig’s incerate is unnecessary, @ 
will, I think, appear below. Biicheler’s aut quae, makiz 
two questions, is weak and probably open to the san 
objection as to the order of words. S 

In the Journal of Philology 8.272 J. B. Mayor suggeste 
putantur for petuntur, inserting vel after awt and tran 
lating ‘ accordingly those things for which it is really rigl 
to pray (such as modesty and honesty) are reckoned super 
fluous or even injurious.’ He allows however that ‘this 
reading leaves a harshness in the connexion.’ I had hi 
upon much the same conjecture before I saw his not 
reading putentur for petuntur. The corruption may hay 
arisen from the similar petuntur of line 8. Keeping th 
interrogation and inserting haec after swpervacua or eithe 
et or vel after aut, I should translate ‘Are we then t 
deem those things superfluous or even baneful, for whic 
men prefer innocent prayer to heaven?’ In answer to thi 
question Juvenal goes on to show by examples that they — 
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are baneful to many, and so we are brought to the parallel 
question, nal ergo optabunt homines ? Α still closer parallel 
is 1. 158 

qui dedit ergo tribus patruts acontta vehatur 
pensilibus plumis atque wlline despicrat nos ? 

Juvenal often puts these questions to himself, or 
supposes someone to put them to him. 

Fas est does not mean that they are in reality altogether 
wise and right petitions, but either that they are innocent 
and not like the prayer of the man in Horace, da mihi 
fallere, or that they are thought right, as in the ironical 
6. 28 cam tam privignum oceidere fas est. 

10. 196 

Plurima sunt iuvenum discrimina : pulchrior 1116 
hoc atque ille alio. 

For ille hoc read illo hic. Cf. the generally received 
correction of Hor. Hist. 2. 2. 89 Gracchus ut hic alla 
foret hic ut Mucws εἰ to foret huic ut Mucius ille. 

13. 1-4 The point of these four lines is so entirely 
different from the point of what follows, and also so far 
from leading up to it, that the doubt may perhaps be 
legitimate whether they are in their proper place. If one 
were quite free to choose, it would seem proper to insert 
them after 195, where they fit in quite well. 

14, 24 

quem mire affictunt mscripta ergastula, carcer. 

According to Bicheler Herwerden has _ suggested 
inscrupta, ergastula, carcer. Perhaps Juvenal wrote %n- 
scryptt, as in Martial 7. 95. 9 quattuor inscripti portabant 
vile cadaver. Ido not find any example given of ¢nscriptum 
for ‘a brand.’ (Postgate alliciunt.) 

16, 25 
quis tam procul absit ab urbe 

praeterea, quis tam Pylaces, molem aggeris ultra 
ut veniat ? 
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A little reflection will show that these words should ἢ 
written 

quis tam procul absit ab urbe 
praeterea? quis tam Pylades etc. 

Quis ... praeterea is repeated in quis... veniat. 

I do not find in any edition that I have consulted whai 
seems to me the right way of writing 4. 23-25 

Hoe tu 
succinctus patria quondam, Crispine, papyro 4 
hoc pretio squamam ? 

I understand fecisti out of fecit with the first question 
emistt with the second (if squamam is right). Maclear 
apparently supplies feczstz, but he makes neither clause 
question. 

Valerius Maximus ix. 2 ext. 7. ‘socrum vivam capit 
defodit.’ | 

Capite <tenus>. 

Seneca de Brev. Vit. 13. 2 Graecorum iste morbus fui 
quaerere quem numerum Ulixes remigum habuisset, prio 
scripta esset Ilias an Odyssea, praeterea an eiusdem esse’ 
auctoris, alia deinceps, ete. 

For the absurd praeterea read altervus. 

De Trang. An. 1.10 At times he is inclined to obey hi: 
teachers and go into politics. ‘ Promptus, compositus sequo 
Zenona, Cleanthem, Chrysippum, quorum tamen nemo at 
rempublicam accessit et nemo non misit.’ 4 

Read quorum tametsi nemo ad rempublicam acces seit, | 
nemo non misit. 

Suetonius Jul. 29 Caesar iudicans, quod saepe ex ec 
auditum ferunt, difficilius se principem civitatis a primo 
ordine in secundum quam ex secundo in novissimun 
detrudi summa ope restitit. 

se is the remains of esse, the first syllable of which was 
absorbed in the last of difficilius. 
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Ablative, instrumental, of persons, 
231 

Accusative with ἀφίσταμαι, 131; 
ἄχθομαι, etc., 50; ἐφίεμαι, 88 ; 
μιμνήσκομαι, 259; ground tra- 
versed, 113, 134-5 ; motion to, 
119 

Adjective and substantive, order, 
5 

Adjective, neuter with verb, 194, 
248 

Adscripts, 24, 138, 180, 187, 207, 
210, 216, 220, 227, 246: sce 
Glosses 

Adverb from participle, 
149 ; 
44, 124 

Aeschylus 4g. 1328, 313 ; Hum. 
538, 61 

Agesilaus, age, 83 
Anacoluthon, 7, 182, 183, 211 
Anaphora, 49, 94, 120, 149, 150, 

151 
Antecedent in relative clause, 

128, 222 
Anticipation of 

Repetition 
Antiphon, 151, 160 
Aorist subjunctive, 27, 69, 276 ; 

aorist for future, 287, 256 
twice 

Areopagus, 249 | 
Aristophanes Eccl. 199 and 435, 

60; Wasps 62; Wasps 469 
Schol. 314 

Aristotle, 158-9 
[Aristotle] ’A@. πολ., 310 
Arrian, 166 

124, 

words, sce 

comparative in -ws, 39, 

Asyndeton, 120 
Attie Greek, 157; 

158 
‘old Attic,’ 

Burns, 165 
Burke, 166 

Columella, 165 
Comedy, 55 
Compar. and superl. forms ex- 

changed, 16, 18, 72, 179, 184, 
205, 239, 262, 275 

Dative of persons or living things 
as instruments, 38, 181, 230; 
proportion, 98 

Demetrius Magnes, 55, 154 
Demosthenes, 161 
Dialects and subjects, 162 
Dialogue, 57, 196 
Dickens, 165 
Dinarchus, 167 
Diodorus, son 

167-8 
Diogenes Laertius, 55, 167 
Double recension, 10, 188 

of Xenophon, 

Ellipse, 128, 137 : in comparisons, 
112 

Enclitics, 19 
Eupolis fragm. 357, 60 
Euripides Hipp. 1197, 

1228, 43 
External evidence as to Xen. Op. 

Min. 154-5 

297: 

Forts in Attica, 99 
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Future, see Present ; for present, 
218, 237, 261, 332; of what 
often happens, 206 ; with ὁρᾶν 
μή, 75; infin. with Χέγόμωι 200 

Genitive with ἀκούω, hear of, 217 ; 
διαφυγεῖν, 34; διώκομαι, 106 ; 
κωλύω, 124; μετ᾽ ὀλίγον, etc., 
173; σεσαγμένος, 149 ; τελευ- 
τᾶν, 2027;  partitive, 88; 
κερδέων, 174 

Gerontes, 71 
Glosses, 2, 20, 36, 80, 138, 180, 

231, 396 
Grote, 167 

Hares in Attica, 122 
Hellenices, first part, date of, 170 
Heracles, Choice of, 198 
Hiatus, 46, 53, 76, 77, 94, 107, 

124-6, 149, 150, 152, 162, 168, 
169 

Hippocrates, 160, 161 

Imperative forms, 116; third 
person with μή, 112, 126 

Imperfect, see Present : ; in oratio 
obliqua, 79, 106, 123, 173, 175 

Impersonal use of passive verb, 
107 

Infinitive, articular, 52; in rules 
119; with τό and τοῦ, 68; 
infin. or accus. and infin. 
after αἱροῦμαι, 50 ; αἴτιος, 126 ; 
ἀποδείκνυμι, 43; ἀτυχῶ, 251 ; 
δεόμενα, 44; δέους ἀπηλλαγ- 
μένοι, 653; διαπράττω, 43; 
δίδωμι, 98 ; ἐγγὺς ἀφικνοῦμαι, 
201 ; ἐμποδών, 1253 ἐπιμελοῦ- 
μαι ὡς (ὥστε), 69 ; κατεργάζομαι, 
48 ; κρατοῦμαι, 81; ὀνομάζω, 
107 ; παρασκευάζω, 128 ; παρέχω, 
128 ; πράττω, 81; προπετής, 175; 
τοσοῦτον ἴσχυσε, 264: τυγχάνω, 
ee ὑφίσταμαι, 81; φοβερός 
178 

Isocrates, 47, 77, 82, 168, 274 

Juvenal, 165 

Kowh 160, 167 

GENERAL INDEX — 

Latin syntax, 158 Γ 
Lysias, 53, 90 ; in the Phaedrus 

198 

Mimnermus, 84 
Misplacement of word or words 

5, 36, 64, 69, 70, 71, 97, 18: 
135, 137, 147 twice, 179, 18¢ 
181, 187, 201, 208, 212, 217, 21§ 
257,258, 267, 269, 322, 340, 34 

Negative lost, 12, 68, 83, 86, 187. 
205, 257, 310, 311 

Neuter collective, 53 
Night, hunting by, 144 ; 

by, 9 

Occonomicus, Symposium, M 
rabilia, relations of, 195 

Optative of an understood past, 
215 ; corrected, 37, 88 

Oracles, tense in (oratio obliqua) 
216 

Orators, Attic, 157 

Participle with ἄμεινόν ἐστι, 67 
104; with ἀγαθός ἐστι, etc., 199 

Particles, 49, 52, 175, 197 
Philostratus Κ΄. Apoll., 2. 5, 195 
Perfect subjunctive, Latin, 333 
Photius, 167 
Plato, 158 ; Phacdrus, 198 
Play, 25 
Pluperfect, 209, 263, 273 
Plural of imaginary readers Οἱ 

hearers, 95; of author, 124; 
to avoid hiatus, 274 ; poetical, 
125 ; verb with neuter plura 
subject, 79, 116, 124, 173 

Plutarch Moralia 1096 ο, 136 
Poetical words, 46, 76 note, 125, 

127, 159, 176 
Pollux, 131, 133 
Present forms for future, 4, 21, 

34, 70, 84, 180, 181, 184, 200 
twice, 201, 202 twice, 203 
twice, 204, 206, 213, 216, 226, 
236, 254, 255, 268, 324, 338 © 

Present forms for imperfect, 237, 
267, 273 
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Prodicus, 82, 198 
Pronoun, genitive, place of, 173 

Questions to be put for state- 
ments, 218, 246, 266 ; indig- 
ant, 20 

Repetition and anticipation of 
words, 19, 84, 96, 186, 141, 178, 
179, 205, 258, 263, 264 twice, 
307 foll. 

Repetition in style, 54 
Ribbeck, 165 

Scillus, 122 
Second person singular imaginary, 

49, 58; plural, 95 
Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. 7. 

62, 146 
Singular, collective, 335 
Slaves in mines, 97 
Socrates: τὸ δαιμόνιον, 108 
Solon fr. 36. 10, 188 
Sophists, 111, 125 

345 

Sophocles 47. 186, 101 
Spartan kings, 227 
Stevenson R. L., 166 
Subjunctive with μή in questions, 

3; in dependent question, 119 
Συκοφάνται, 189 
Synesius, 166 

Technical terms, 116, 159 
Terminations interchanged, 145, 

182, 211, 215, 267, 303 foll. 
Theft, law of, 9 
Thornton W. T., 165 
Thucydides, 158 
Thunderbolts, 229 
Tmesis, 171 
Two readings confused, 230 

Verbs, impersonal passives, 107 

Words lost, passim 

Xenophon the younger, 167 
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THE words marked with an asterisk are such, noticed in this boo 
as may be considered specially characteristic of Xenophon. Spac 
type indicates emendations suggested or mentioned, e.g. a- εὐ- a pr 
posal to read εὐ- for ἀ-, αἴτιος ἄξιος to read ἄξιος for αὔτιι 
Small confusions of terminations (-os τὸν του, -ots -ous, -y, -nv, 
τοι, -εσθαι, -ασθαι, etc.) are not recorded, nor the very many propos 

to insert words for the sake of grammar or sense or both. 

a priv. lost, 137, 190 ἀλγύνω, 107 
ἃ- εὐ-, 144 ἀλεεινός, 116 
ἁβρύνομαι, 80 *ar€Eouat, 197 

*aydAAouat, 74, 149, 198 ἀλήθεια εὐτέλεια, 144 
*ayaords, 78, 174 *4Ann, ἄλκιμος, 76, 149 twice 
ἀγήρατος, 77 ἄλκιμος δόκιμος, 218 
ἀγλευκής, 149 ἀλλά at beginning, 67 
ἄγνωστος, 117 *GAAG μήν, 93 
ἀγρεύω, 123 ἀλλ᾽ H, 271 
ἀγχιτέρμων, 149 ἀλλάττω Thy ἡλικίαν, 117 
ἄγω, 112, 174: ἄγω ἐν τιμῇ, 259 ἄλλη, ἡ, 172 
ἄγω ἀγάγω, 257 ἀλληλοφόνος, 149 
ἀδιάσπαστος, 80 ἀλλοδαπός, 90 
ἀειγενής, 148 ἄλλοι Ἕλληνες, 222 ; 
ἀέναος, 18, 92, 114 ἄλλος ἄνος (ἄνθρωπος 
ἀθέατος, 193 221, 245, 256 ; 
ἀθέμιστος, 151 ἄλλος αὐτός, 216 
᾿Αθήνησι, 53 ἄλλως, 220 ὃ 

*aidhuwy, 149 | *Gua, 170 
αἱροῦμαι, 50 ἀμαυρῶ, 76 ~ = 
αἰτιάζομαι, 172 ἀμείβομαι, 117 
αἴτιος with infin., 126 ἀμηχανία, 172 
αἴτιος &ktos, 254 &uox8os, 198 q 
αἰωροῦμαι, 117 *auol, 42, 77, 80, 90, 114, 148 
ἀκήρατος, 149 173: τὰ ἀμφί, 42 
ἀκόρεστος, 148 ἀμφιβαίνω, 116 . 
ἀκούω, 217 ἀμφιθάλαττος, 90 ἔ 
ἀκούω ἀσκῶ, 191, 202 ἀμφιλέγω, 106 
ἄλγος, 112 ἀμφίλογος, 91 
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ἄν, place of, 27, 118, 151 
uses of, 22, 119, 180, 266: 

with future, 32, 277, 288, 
317 

ἅν δή, 32, 188, 189, 212, 228, 
274, 282 

ἄν ἤδη, 231 
ava, 74, 76, 77, 78, 79, 98, 

149 
ἀναγορευθῆναι, 126. 
ἀναθρώσκω, 46 
ἀνακτῶμαι, 93 
ἀναμείγνυμι, 43 
ἀναμένω, 199 
ἀναμίξ, 149 
ἀναμφίλογος, 148 
ἀναπτερῶ, 149 
avdocw, 117 
ἀναστενάζω, 149 
ἀναστρέφομαι, 151 
ἀναφαίνομαι, 90 
ἀναφεύγω, 174 

*avdparyabla, 148 
ἀνδραπόδισις, 107 
ἀνδράποδον, 98 
ἀνδραποδωνηθῇ, 99 
ἀνεξέλεγκτος, 124 
ἀνεπαφρόδιτος, 149 
avéxw, 114 
ἄνεως-, ἄνεσις, ἀνανέωσις", 

225 
ἀνήκουστος, 117 
ἀνήρ, pleonastic, 52 
ἄνθρωπος ,, 52 
ἀνίημι, 175 
ἀνίκητος, 125 

Χὰἀνιῶ, 149 
ἀνοίγω, 172 
& νόμοιον, bv ὅμοιον, 136 
ἀντεῖπαν, 312 
ἀντιβολῶ, 49 
ἀντικόπτω, 174 
ἀντιλάμπω, 117 

*avrlos, 74, 172 
ἀντιπέρας, 115 
ἀνυπόστατος, 45 
ἀνυστός, 42, 172 
ἀνώχυρος, 80 

*&ktio-, 107 
ἀξιοπρεπής, 149 
ἀξιούμενος, αἰτούμενος, 314 

347 

am ἄρ᾽, 270 
ἀπάγω avaryw, 225 
ἄπεδος, 117 
ἀπειλεῖ ἐπείγει, 7 
ἀπεκρίνατο, 107 
ἀπελογήθη, 171 
ἀπεμπολῶ, 149 
ἅπερ εἴπερ, 189 
ἀπεφήνατο ἀπεκρίνατο, 1 
ἀπέχει, 248 
ἀπῆν ἀπήλασεν ἀπῆλθεν, 

202 
ἀπό ἐπί, 249, 256 
ἀπό πρός, 17 
(ot) ἀπὸ τοῦ κοινοῦ, 174 
ἀποδείκνυμι, 48 
ἀποδικῶ, 172 
ἀποθύω, 78 
ἀποκαθίστημι, 46 
ἀπόκρυφος, 148 
ἀποκτείνω, 107 
ἀπόνως, 198 twice 
ἀποπαύω, 45, 152 
ἄπορος &movos, 139 
ἀποσβέννυμι, 152 
ἀποσημαίνομαι, 174 
ἄρα, 50 
ἄρα, 22, 50 
ἄρα ἀλλά, 4 
ἀραιός, 16 
ἀργαλέος, 149 
ἀργεῖσθαι, 149 
ἄρεστός, 76, 149, 174 

*aonyw, 43 
ἄριστος ἄχρηστος", 246 
᾿Αρκάδιος, 209 
ἀρκεῖ, οὐ μόνον, 152 
ἄρρωστος, 107 
ἀσκῶ, 198, 202 
ἀστυφέλικτος, 46 

*ardp, 94 
ἅτε, 52, 1738 
ἀτόλμηρος, 273 
arpeuns, etc., 75 
ἅττα, 49, 52 
ἀτυχῶ, 251 
αὖθι, 302 

*attw, 92, 149 twice, 171, 197, 
198 

αὐτόθεν, 302 ; 
αὐτόθι, 49, 52, 56, 302 
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αὐτοί πάντες», οἰο,, 35, 224, 
233, 249 

αὐτός ὃ αὐτός οὗτος, 10, 
23, 85, 88, 135, 218, 219, 252 

αὐτός πρῶτος", below 
αὐτόσε, 302 
αὐτοῦ, 217, 233, 298 
αὐτοφυής, 90 
αὐτῶν τῶν, etc., 83 
& φαιροῦμαι ἃ ναιροῦμαι, 135 
ἄφοδος, 45 
ἀφροντιστῶ, 149 
ἄφυκτος ἄνευκτοπ», 276 
ἄχθομαι, 50 

βάδην, 8 
βαδίζω καθίζω, 87 
βαίνω, 68 
βαρύς βαθύς, 250 
βιοτεύω, 106, 149 
βιωτός, 174 

*Brakevw, βλάξ, etc., 48 
βουλεία, 174 
βραχέα, 107 
βρύω, 117 
βρωτά, 45 

γάρ δέ, 141, 
γαυροῦμαι, 149 
γε, 19, 50 
γε μήν, 43, 77, 93, 174 
ye Te, 26 
γεγωνεῖν, 116 
γεινάμενος, 105 
γενναῖος, 48 
γεννικός, 80 

*vepatds, γεραίτεροι, 46 
γεραίρω, 149, 151, 172 

γῆ; χώρα, 5 
γῇ τῇ, 11 
γηραιός, 80 
γίγνεσθαι γενέσθαι, etc. 27, 

36, 85, 312 
γιγνώσκω διώκω, 266 
γλῶττα, 826 
γλῶττα μελέτη, 9 

γνώμη ῥώμη, 17 
γνώμῃ, 63 
γνωρίζω, 117 
γνωστός, 174 
γοργύς, 45, 148 

See δέ yap 

* 

GREEK INDEX 

γοῦν, 50 
γοῦν δ᾽ οὖν, 247 
γυμνασιαρχοῦμαι, 50 

δέ, at beginning, 67 
δέ, in apodosis, 93 
δέ, postponed, 131 
δέ γάρ, 213, 248 
δέ δή, 224, 230, 247, 26 
δέ ve, 9 ; 
δεῖ δεῖται, 72, 192 
δεξιὰς διδόναι, 151 
δεξιός, 49 
δέομαι, 221 
δεόμενος, 44 
δεσμεύω, 149 
δή, ὅ0, 288 [0]]. 
(ἐκ) δημοσίου, 45 
δημότης, 49 
δι οι, 177 
διαγίγνομαι, 71, 81, 106 
διάγω, 151 
διαθροῶ, 172 
διαθρύπτω, 45 , 
διαίτημα, 49 
διάκορος, 46 
διαλείπω, 107 

*S:amova, 43, 76 
διαπράττω, 43 
διασαίνω Siacelw 132 
διὰ τά Sidi, 228 
διατελῶ, 81 
διατρέφω, διατροφή, 89 
διαφέρω διαφθείρω, 13. 
δίδωμι, ἐκδίδωμι, 226 
(δίδωμι) ἔδωκαν, 171 
διελεῖν διελθεῖν, 5 
διήνοικτο 

274 
διίημι, 175 
δικαιότης, 126, 151 
δικασάντων διδαξάντων, 209 
διοικῷῶ, 6 ὲ 
διόπερ, 195 
διότι, 112 
διώκομαι, 106 
διώκω, 172 
δοίη διδοίη, 80 
δοκεῖ ξενοδοκεῖ, 205 
δοκῶ, dream, 252 
δόξομεν λέξομεν, 247 

διενήνεκτο, 
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δουλοπρεπής, 106 
δυνάμενος, 48 
δυνάστης, 152 
(τὸ) δυνατόν, 172 
δυνατός ἃ δύνατος 190 
δυνασθείς, δυνασθῇ, 171, 174 
δύσελπις τὸ μή, 91 

. duaedperos, 92 
᾿ δύσκλεια, 124 
ἐδυσμενής, 174 
δυσχωρία, 128 
δυσωποῦμαι, 116 
δῶρον, 126, 149 

*Swpoduat, 105, 149, 197 

ἑαυτοῦ ὀλίγου, 257 
ἑαυτούς ἑκάστου», 312 
ἐγγύς, 92 
ἐγκρατής, 116 

*éyxeipo@, 77, 98, 112 
ἐγώ imaginary, 58 
ἕδος, 172 
ἐθελούσιος, 45, 78, 148, 149 
ἐθέλω, 78, 172, 198 
εἶδε ἐδόκει, 253 
εἶδε ἐνεῖδε, 86 
εἴδει ἤδη εἰ δή, 39 
εἶδον οἶδα, 264 
(εἰμί) ὅτε ταῦτ᾽ ἦν, 174 
εἶναι εἴη, 180 
εἷναι ἰέναι, 84 
εἰ ὅτι, 199, 270 
εἰς, 151, 209 
εἰσέσθαι, 172 
εἰσίν ἦσαν, 266 
εἶχε ἔσχε, 238 
ἐκ, 45, 149: ἐξ ἀδίκου, Ἰδ2 : ἐξ 

ὅτου 106 : ἐκ τούτου, 174 
ἐκ εἰς, 220, 313 
ἑκατέροις ἕκαστος ἑτέροις, 

131 
ἔκγονα, 46 
ἐκδιώκω, 81 
ἐκείνῃ, 173 
ἐκείνους évious, 110 
ἐκκαθεύδω, 174 
ἔκκλητος, 174 
dcvetoo, 116 
ἔκπαγλος, 149 
ἐκπερίειμι, 117 
ἐκ πίπτω ἐμπίπτω, 235 

949 

ἔκπλεως, 98, 149 
*éxmov@, 77, 116, 151 
ἐκτελῷ, 46 
Ἕλληνες, 65 
ἐλῶ, 174 
ἔμπαλιν, 150 
ἐμπεδῶ, 151 
ἐμποδών, 125 
ἐμπόρευμα, 91, 149 
ἔμφρουρος, 172 
ἐμφύομαι, ἐμφῦσαι, 45 
ἐμφυσιῶσαι, 48 
ἐν, 124, 126 
ἐναντίον, 124 
ἐναυξάνω, 124 
ἐνδελεχῶς, 117 
ἐνδέομαι, 92 

*%y0a, 42, 72, 80, 105, 121, 149, 
173, 175, 197 

ἐνθάδε, 95 
ἔνθα ἔνθεν, 11 
ἔνθεος, 148 
ἐνθύμημα, 124 
ἔνι, 52 
ἐνίημι, 175 
ἔνιοι, ἐνίοτε, 52 
ἔνιον ἐνόν, 185 
ἔνιος, 118 
ἐντεῦθεν, 171 
ἐντόνως, 149. 
ἐντρέπομαι, 174 
ἐξάγομαι, 149 
ἐξαλλάττω, 117 
ἐξαμείβω, 80 
ἐξαπίναιος, ἐξαπίνης, 52, 149,172 
ἐξιδιοῦμαι, 174 
ἐξομιλῶ, 80 
ἐξορμῶ, 149 
ἐπάν, 171 
ἐπανίημι, 117 
ἐπαρκῶ, 65 
ἐπαφρόδιτος, 148 

*2qrei, 42, 78, 89, 105, 149 twice, 
150, 171, 173, 197 

ἐπείπερ, 90 
ἔπειτα, 49 
ἐπηλύτης, 8 
ἐπὶ πόλεως, 45: ἐπὶ τὸ δυνατόν, 

117: ἐφ ᾧ, 171 
ἐπί ὑπό, 135 twice, 138 
ἐπιγνωρίζω, 117 
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ἐπιθυμητής, 107 
ἐπίκλησις, 46 

*émixoup@, 43, 75, 89 
ἐπικράτεια, 149 
ἐπιμίσγομαι, 49, 52 
ἐπινίφειν, 141 
ἐπίπαν, 117 
ἐπιπλῆξαι ἐπιδεῖξαι, 313 
ἐπίσκεψις, 106 
ἐπισκοποῦμαι, 124 
ἐπισπεύδω, 91 
ἐπιτρίψῃ ἐπιρρέψῃ, 261 
ἐπιτυχών, δὶ 
ἐπιφάνεια ἐμφέρεια, 315 
ἐπιχειροῦμαι, 92 
ἐπιχωρῶ, 174 
ἐπίψογος, 46 
ἕπομαι, etc., 48, 106, 114, 148 

149 twice, 172 
ἔπος, 148 
ἔπυδρος εὖ vdpos, 223 
ἐράσμιος, 149 
ἐργάσιμα, 114 
ἐρευνῶ, 43 
ἐρίζω, ἔρις, 78 

ἔρχομαι λέξων, 81 
ἐρῶ, 76, 129 
ἔσει ἴσθι, 81 
ἔσεσθαι γενήσεσθαι, 254 

ἔστε, 42, 80, 121, 150, 197 
ἐστί ἔσται, 110, 228 
ἔστιν ἔνθα, 209: ἔστιν οὕς, etc., 

ἔστιν ὅτε, 91, 112 
ἔσχατα, εἰς τά, 48 
ἔσχατα, αἴσχιστα, 187 
ἔσχε ἴσχει, 226 
ἔτι τι, 208 
ἑτοιμάζομαι, 106 
εὖ εἶα, 140 
εὖ γε, 140 
εὔδηλος, 92, 174 
εὕδω, 117 
εὐεπής, 124 
εὐεπήῆς εὐπρεπής", 225 
εὐήλιος, 149 
εὐθενῶ, 49 
εὐθύ, 291 
εὐθυμητέον, etc., 106 

*evuAens, εὔκλεια, 124 

“εὐμενής, 106, 149, 174, 197, L 
“εὐνή, 128, 148, 151, 174 

*eimeths, εὐπετῶς, 79, 197 

*ebppalyw, -ouat, 149, 198 
*edppoatyn, 44, 73, 105, 148, 149. 

*Exw ἀμφί, περί, 116, 149 

*HAE, 45 

evvot, οἱ ἐμοί, 107 
εὔνους, εὐνοϊκός, 188 
εὔοπλος, 149 
εὐπάθεια, 80, 105 
εὐπαράπειστος; 80 
εὐπειθής, 82, 98 
εὔπειστος, 32 

εὐπόλεμος, 98 
εὔπορος et popos, 8 
εὐπραγῶ, 106 
εὐπρεπής, 198 
εὑρίσκομαι, middle, 182 . 
εὑρίσ κομαι ἃλ ίσ κομαι, 140 
εὔρωστος, 7 

197, 198 
εὐχάριστος, 148 
εὐχερής, 46 
ἔφη, 17 
ἐφίεμαι, 88 
ἐφοδεύω, 174 
ἐφοδιάζομαι, 172 
ἐχθιόνως, 149 
ἐχθραίνω, 80 
ἐχυρός, 149 

ἔχω ὡς, 201 Ὶ 
ἔχω with participle nom., 119, 

143, 229 3 
ἕως wntil with present, 185 

(ga, 229 ; 
n, 42, 105, 171, 197 
¥ καί, 247, 249 
4 ὧ 5, 258 ty 
NY ἤ σασθαι ποιή. σᾶῦθαι, 226 
ἡδυπάθεια, 45, 149 
ἥκω and compounds, 100 
Hew =ylyvouat, 117 
(ed) ἥκω, 230 
ἡλικία, 128 

ἠμελημένη ἐσθής, 114 
ἤνοιγον ἤνυτον, ie 
ἥπερ, 16 

ἧπερ, 198 
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ἠρεμῶ, 75 
ἡσυχῇ, 117 
ἡσυχία, 198 
ἤτοι εἴποι, 262 
ἠών͵ 172 

θᾶκος, 46 
θαλία, 149 
θάλλω, 149 
θαμά, 152, 198 
θαμινά, 112 
θανατῷ, 174 
θαρρούντως, 149 
θεά, 125 
θέλω ν. ἐθέλω: θέλω βλέπω, 

261 
θεός fem., 233 
θεοσεβής, 123 
θήλειαι, 46 

*@np@, θηρῶμαι, 115, 119, 124, 
152 

θοίνη, 74 
θραύω, 117 
Opumrixds, 152 
θυμοῦ σεισμοῦ, 133 

θυμῷ, 74 

ἰδεῖν ἔστιν, 184 
ἰδών εἰδώς, 255 

*feuat, 123, 149 
ἵεντο εἶντο, 146 
ἱεροπρεπής, 149 
ἵζομαι, 117 
ἱκανός, 45 
ἵνα, 91 
ἱππότης, 152 
ἰσηγορία, 49 

| ἰσῆλιξ, 148 
ἰσομοιρία, 106 
ἰσόπεδος, 117 
ἰσούμενος εἰσδυ μενος, 22 
(fornut), στήσασθαι, 87, 175 
ἱστορέεσθαι, 207 

“ἰσχυρῶς, 48, 92, 105, 107, 149 
twice 

καθίζω, 149 
καθίημι, 173 
καθίστημι, 53 
καθυπνῶ, 198 
καί Kan, 88 
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καί κἂν κἄν, 24, 244 
καί καίτοι, 65 . 
καί κατά, 249, 254, 262, 276 

κι καί----γε, 93: “καὶ ---δέ, 43, 76, 98, 
120, 149, 174: καὶ δή, 50: 
“καὶ μέντοι, 79: “καὶ μήν, 45, 
93: καὶ ταῦτα, 275: καί τε, 
275 

καί mpds, 192 
κακοδαιμονία, 45 
κακόδοξος», etc., 80, 106 
κακονομία, 49 
κακοποιῶ, 152 
καλά, 126, 175 
κάλλιον μᾶλλον, 28, 203 

Σκαλλωπίζυμαι, 152 
καλοκὰἀγαθία, 45, 77, 148 
καλός κακός, 18, 218 
κάρανος, 172 
καταγιγνώσκω, 2 
κατάγομαι, 16 
καταδαπανῶ, 93 
κατάδηλυς, 78, 105, 114 
καταδυναστεύω, 149 
καταθεῶμαι, 149 
καταίρω, 88 

Ἑκατακαίνω, 79 
ἃ κατακτείνω, 149 
ὁ καταπράττω, 93 
κατάρχω, 48, 149 
καπασιωπῶ, 174 
κατασκέψασθαι, 115 
κατατίθημι νόμον, 24 
καταφερής, 117 
κατέγνων κατενόουν, ὃ 
κατεργάζομαι, 48 
κατεστάθην, 45 
κατέχει λόγος, 125 
κατέχω, 114 
κατηγορῶ κατά, 178 
οὗ κατοικοῦσι οὐ 

κούουσι, 315 
κάτωθεν, 118 
κεντρίζω, 149 

*xepdadréos, 91 
κινδυνεύω, 39 
κλέος, 125: οἵ, 124 
κλοπεύω, 43 
κνεφαῖος, κνέφας, 46 
κοιμίζω, 149 

κοιμῶμαι, 76, 149, 151, 172 

κατ a- 
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κοινός, 108 
κοινότης, 172 
κολεός, 80 
κόπος, 114 
κραδαίνω, 116 ss 
κρατησάντων KaTacTy σάν- 

τῶν, 272 
κρατύνω, 48 
κρίνω, 178 
κρίσις, ὑπόκρισι»", 232 
κρυψίνους, 16 

Ὑ κτῆνος, 79, 149 
(κτῶμαι)͵ ἐκτήσατο, 

σατο, 87 
κτῶμαί τινι, 10 
κυβερνῶ, 151 

κυδρός, 105 
κυνηγέσιον, 148 
κυνοδρομῶ, 20, 149 
κυνῶν γενῶν, 181 
κυρῶ, 204 
κωλύω with gen., 124 

ἐστ ή- 

λαβ- βαλ-, 248 
λαμυρός, 149 
λατρεύω, 75 
λάφυρα, etc., 74, 78 
Aéyet, with quotations, 219 
Aey dpmevos vey "ὄμενος, 250 
λέγονται ἡ γοῦνται, 200 
(λέγω) "ἔλεξα, λεχθείς, etc., 172, 

174, 197 
χέγω ἔχω, 222 
λέγω θέλω, 222 
λεηλασία, 149 
λειπ- λιπ-, 133 
λέξω δείξω, 185 
λέχριος, 117. 

*anyw, 76, 90, 105, 149, 172 
Anew, 149 
Anls, 46 
λιπαρῶ, 106 
λιτανεύω, 174 
λογίζομαι, 92, 265 
λογιζομένη νομιζομένη, 265 
λόγοις, εἶναι ἐν, 129 
λόγον ἔχω, 204 

Ἐλυσιτελής, -τελεῖ, 149, 197 
λύω μισθόν, 81 
λωβῶμαι, 49 
λῷστος, 37 

"μαστεύω, 75, 80, 149 

*ueyadetos, 45, 77 
*ueyadnyopa, -γορία, 75, 105 

*ueyadive, -vouat, 43, 105, 107. 
149 

*ueydaAws, 44, 149 

*uelwv, etc., 73, 77, 79, 92, 105, 

μένος, 114 

μακαριστός, 198 
μάλα, 27, 175, 182 
μᾶλλον superfluous, 113 
μᾶλλον understood, 81 
μᾶλλόν τι, 208, 218 
μᾶλλον κάλλιον, 28, 208 
μᾶλλον μάλιστα, 184, 240 
μᾶλλον μᾶσσον, 195 
μᾶλλον μεῖζον, 248 
μανός, 118 
μάσσων, 48, 195 

μάτην γίγνομαι, 124 
μεγάλαυχος, 80 

μεγαλογνώμων, -οσύνη, 75 

aphios Ἷ, 228 
cleus, 124 
μειρακιοῦσθαι, 45 

149, 172, 197 
μέλω, 84 

᾿μεμεληκότα 
κότα, 84 

μέν, wrongly placed, 179, 180, 
181: μέν---δέ, 77: *udv—t z 

in anaphora, 49, 94, 120, 149, 
150, 151, 174: wév—bé, post 
poned, 112: μὲν obv=pev, 134 

μὲν ἔχοντα μετέχοντο 
180 

μέν μή, 141 

μὴ ages 

μέντοι, 79 
μένω ἐμμένω, 254 
μέσος σεμνός, 268 
μετά κατά, 249 
μετὰ χεῖρας, 79 
μετ᾽ ὀλίγον with gen., 178 

«μετόπωρον, 17 
“μέχρι, μέχρι οὗ, 114, 171 . 
*un final, 115: with imper. 3r¢ 

person, 112, 126: with in- 
terrog. subjunctive, 3: ἄπορον 
μή with subjunctive, 224: 
ὁρῶ μή with future, 75 

μή εἰ, 275 
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μή οὐ, 223 
μήκιστος, 48, 76 twice 

"μήν, 48, 98, 120, 121, 125, 149, 
150, 151, 174, 175 

*unxavapat, 81 
᾿ μιαιφόνος, 149 

μικρότατος, 4ὔ 
μιμνήσκομαι, 259 
μισόχρηστοΞ, 48 
μνήμη, 268 
μνήμων, 80 
μόνος, 128: (or μόνον) under- 

stood, 145 
oe μοχθῶ, 74, 123, 148, 
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NH, 231, 243 
νᾶμα, 117 
νάπη, νάπος, 113 
ναύαρχος, 172 
νεαρός, 116 
νεῖκος, 125 
νέμω, 149 
VEVEMNMEVOS, VEYNMEVOS, 

185 ᾿ 
νεογενή5, 117 
νεογνός, 118 
νόημα, 124 
νομίζω, 44, 128 
νόμῳ ἀνόμῳ, 187 
νῦν μήν, 205 

ὁδοῦ, 221 
ὀδύνη, 148 
οἵ ὅτι, 249 
of ποι, 269 
of, 52 
ofa ἴδια, 180 
of ἐν οἴκῳ, 172 
οἰκεῖται διακέηται, 177 
οἰκείως εἰκότως", 2 
οἰκτίζω, 107, 108 
οἰκῶ, 6, 177 
olwot=oluat δεῖν, 264 
οἷόν τ᾽ ἐστί, 53 

-otos ὅσο», 213, 241 
οἰωνίζομαι, -ἰστήριον, 107, 172 
ὀλείζους, 52, 64 
ὀλίγιστος, 49, 52 
ὀλίγοι ὀλιγωρῶ, 136 
ὁμαλής, 112 
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(συμπαρ)ομαρτῷ, 149 twice 
ὁμιλῶ, ὁμολογῶ, 271 

*Supa, ὀφθαλμός, 105, 112, 148, 
197, 198 

ὄμνυμι, 255 
ὁμογνώμων, 45, 174 
ὁμολογουμένως, 106 
ὁμονόως, 78 
ὁμοῦ ὁμόθεν, 152 
ὄνειρον ὁρῶ with acc, and inlin. 

252 
*ovivnut, 149 
ὀνομάζω, 107 

*6mn, 149, 174 
ὁποῖος motos, 26 
ὅπου ὅπότε, 84 

*§aws, 41, 91, 115, 151, 171, 178, 
275 

ὅπως ἄν, 114 
ὀργάς, 117 
ὀρθὸν φεύγω, 114 

ὄρφνη, 46 
ὁρῶ δρῶ, 219 
ὁρῶ ἐρῶ, 246 
ὁρῶ ὁρμῶ, 247 
-os -ικός, 29, 182 
ὅς ὅσος", 179 
ὅσα, 44, 171, 270 
ὅσαπερ, 75 
ὅσα ms, 270 
ὅσ᾽ ἔτη, 49 
ὅσοι, 98 ᾿ 
ὅσπερ ὕστις», 30 
ὅταν, 27 
ὁτὲ δέ, 117 
ὅτι ὅτε, 184 
ὅτι ‘to show that,’ 4 
ov with infin., 11: od μή, 177: 

ov βούλομαι, 191: ov προθυ- 
μοῦμαι, οὔ φημι, etc., 85 

οὐ αὖ, ᾿ 
οὐ αὐτός, 228 
οὐ γοῦν, 268 
οὐ καί, 217 
οὐδαμοῦ, 151 
οὐδὲ οὐξέν, 186 
οὐδέ οὔτε, 201, 233, 248 
οὖν γοῦν δ᾽ οὖν, 247 
οὗτος, αὐτός, ὁ αὐτός, 10, 

23, 85, 88, 135, 214, 230, 240, 
263, 265, 276 

AA 
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otros and 6, cases of, 33 
ob TOS, TOLOUTOS, TOTOUTOS, 

10, 23, 70, 88, 210, 216, 222, 
262 

οὕτω, 260° 
οὕτως τούτου", 13 
ὄψις, 148 
ὀψιαίτατα, 90 
ὀψίζω, 114 

πτι, 2 
παιγνιώδης, 148 
παιδίσκος, 69 
παιδονόμος, 69 
(τὸ) παλαιόν, 93, 151 
πάμπαν, 44, 73, 76 
πάντη, 118 
(τῷ) παντί, 44, 79, 150, 174 
πάνυ, 50 
παρά, 42, 124, 146, 171, 208: 

map οἶνον, 252 
παρά πρός, 16 
παράγγελμα, 124 
παραδείκνυμι, 172 
παραδίδωμι, 129 
παράλογος, 46 
παράπαν, 81 
παραπίπτῳ, 172 
παρασκευάζω, 128 
παρασ χόντες, 

Covres, 145 
“wapeyyua, -Unots, 45 
παρέχω, -€xouat, 20, 75, 198, 

145 
παροιχόμενος, 92, 172 
παρόντα ὑπάρχοντα, 185 
παρών παριών, 246 
πασσυδίᾳ, 79 
πατρῷοι θεοί, 126 
παύω ἀπό, 48 
πειθ- πεισ-, 200, 224 
πείθω αἴθω, 248 
πει σόμεθα τεισόμεθα, 228 
πεπαμένος, 48 
πεπρωμένος, 198 
περ περί, 284 
περί παρά, 282, 2θὅ, 278 
περὶ πρό, 219 
περιέπω, 149 
περιποιῶ, 2 
περίρρυτος, 90 

παρασκευά- 
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᾿ ποδώκης, 113 

περισῴζω, 174 
περιτίθημι, 49 
περιττεύω, 149 
περιφοβοῦμαι, 117 
περῶ, 45 : 

*ri, “πῃ, 74, 79, 89, 149, 174 
πιέσας τηδξαν 142 
πιστά, 174 
πλάνος, 117 
πλαστός, 80 
πλεῖστος ἥδιστος, 37 
πληγὰς ἐμβάλλω, 43. 
πλησιαίτατα, 92 
πλουτίζω, 92, 149 

ποθεινοτέρως, 44 
ποιοῦνται προΐενται, 16 
ποιῶ, ποιοῦμαι, 257: 

(νέμον 8), 68: ‘deem,’ 
‘produce’ from land, 64 

ποιῷ ἐμποιῶ, 21 
ποιῶ wove πταίω, 24 
πολεμιστήριος, 152 
πολεμῶ, 45 
πολίτη 5 πολιτικό, 248 
πολλά-Ξ-πολλάκις, 114 
πολλά ἄλλα, 108 
πολλά ὀλίγα, 19 3 
πολύ with compar., 90, 112 

126, 149 twice, 150 
πολυέπαινος, 80 
πολυέραστος, 80 
πολυχρόνιος, 92 
πονηρός, 48 Σ sa 
πονοῦμαι, 182 
πορεύεται ποιεῖ- παρέχ- 

184 
πορευόμενος mepiyevd 

* 

πόρος πόνο», 139 
πόσο ὅὁπόσοπ, 266 
ποτε πώποτε, 201 
πράττω With infin., 81 
πρό, 151 t 
πρό πρός in compounds, 312° 
προάγει προεάγη, 258 Ὶ 
προέχει προσήκει, 284 
προηγορῶ, 172 
προῃρημένον, 272 ; 
προϊέσθω, προΐἵτω, πορευ- 

έσθω, 188 



GREEK INDEX 

πρόνοια ἜΝ 258 
προνομή, 172 
προορῶμαι, 112 
προξενῶ, 106 
προπετής With infin., 175 
πρός, 171, 186, 247 

᾿ προσβατός, 106 
᾿ προσεθίζω, 48, 106 

προσεμφερής, 148 
προσῆγε προσεῖχε, 235 
πρόσθεν, 42, 78, 93, 112, 123, 

149 twice, 150, 174, 197, 198 
προσορῶ, 149 

,«Τροσπελάζω, 117 
Σπροστατεύω, προστατῶ, 149 
«προστάτης, 89 
προσφιλής, 93, 174 
προτελῶ, 78, 91 
πρότερος ἕτερος, 226 
πρῳαίτατα, 90 
πρῶτος πρότερος", 180 
πυκνά, 44, 149 
ψυκνός wTorxtworves, 108 

© ῥαδινός, 46 
*Sqdioupye, -γία, 43, 77, 148, 149 
ῥᾷστος ἄριστος χρηστός, 

189 
ῥεῖθρον, 117 
ῥεῦμα, 117 
ῥιπτεῖν and compounds, 117 
ῥοῦς, 117 
ῥυθμίζω, 152 
ῥώμη, 75, 78 

σαφηνίζω, 45, 106, 151 
Tapas ΡΣ 189 
σε δέ,9 

σέβω, σέβομαι, 84, 151 
σεσαγμένος With gen., 149 
σεσοφισμένως, 1 
ods, 114 
σίνομαι, 43 
σκεπάζω, 152 
σκοπιωροῦμαι, 116 
σκώπτω, 25 
σοι τοι, 3 

- σπουδαιολογῶ, 149 
oo, TT, 53 
στενοπορία, 172 

355 

στερεῶ, 151 
στερίσκω, 76 
στιφρός, 117 
στολή, 152 
*arédos, 78 
στόμα, 81 
ov imaginary, 58 
συγγράφω, 173 
συγκυρῶ, 204 
συλλήπτρια, 198 
συμβούλευμα, 106 
συμμένω ἐ 1 ait 182 

συμμορία, 1 
*guv, 42, 74, “76, 79 twice, 91, 

105, 113, 128, 149 twice, 150, 
170, 173, 197, 198 

σύν μέν, 6 
σύν νῦν, 102 
σύν, ξύν, 53 
συναινῶ, 95 
συναλίζω, 172 
συνδιημερεύω, 149 
συνεθέλω, 174 
συνέθηκαν, 174 
συνέχονται ἂν έρ χονται, 148 
συντίθεσθαι τὰ ἑαυτοῦ, 182 
συσκήνια, 46 
σφᾶς αὐτούς, etc., 45, 51, 171, 

174 
σφεῖς, 51, 152, 171, 174, 176 
σχεῖν ἔχειν, 82 
σχολαίτατα, 4ὔ 
σώματα συμπόσια, 17 

ταῦτα πάντα, 185 
*rdxos, 75 
*re, 48, 78, 94, 116, 123, 126, 

149, 150, 171 
*re.. te, 48, 77, 94, 116, 149, 

150, 171, 174 
τε δέ, 147, 225 
TE TI; 225, 253 
even TLS, 208 
*réxvov, etc., 44, 78, 114, 149, 

151, 197 
τελευτῶ, 207 

«Τέρμα, 46 
*réprw, τερπνός, τέρψις, 76, 148, 

149, 197, 198 
rerpappevos γεγραμ-, 3138, 314 YP %| 
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τεχνῶμαι, 75 
τῇδε, 42 
τήν τῶν, 226 
τηρῶ, 117 
τί δέ εἰ μή, 6 
τί ὅτι, 87 
τίνω μισθόν, 81 
τίς ποῖός τις, 10 
τις τίς, 86 
τλήμων, 198 
τό or τοῦ (μή) With infin., 68, 91 
τό rt, 246 
τοι, 50 
τοιγαροῦν, 76 
τοιοῦτος τοσοῦτος, 240 
τοκεύς, 124, 198 
τολμῶ with future, 317 
τόν τινά, 275: τὴν τινά, 

180 
τορός, 46 
τόσος, 92 ͵ 
τούς τούτους", 33, 34 
τούτου ἑκάστου, 142 
(τρέπω) ἐτρέφθην, 123 
τριηραρχοῦμαι, 50 
τρόπαιον στήσασθαι, 175 
τυγχάνω with infin., 129 

ὑπάγω, 142 
ὑπάγω ἐπάγω, 135 
ὑπάρξειν ἐπάξειν, 259 
ὑπέρ περί, 148 
ὑπέραυχος, 80 
ὑπερλαμπρύνομαι, 117 
ὑπερφέρω, 45, 106 
ὕὑπήει ἐπήη ει, 259 
ὑπό with dative, 5: with accus., 

151 
ὑπό ἀπό, 265 
ὑπομιμνήσκω 

192 
ὑποτίθεσθαι, 152 
ὑπουργῶ, -γία, 149 

*Smoxelptos, 151 

ὑφηγοῦμαι, 78 
ὑφίεμαι, 152 
ὑφίσταμαι, 81, 87 

ὕὑποκνίζω, 

φαίνομαι πρός, 220 
φάμενος, 171 
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πὼς oe. 41, 76, 78, 171, 173, 
19 q 

- oe object sentences, 41, 

φανῇ φθαίη, 258 
φέγγος, 118, 148 
φέρε δή, 49, 50 

φέρομαι, 116, 149, 172 
φέρω τρέφω, 84 . 
φέρω φθείρω, 247. See dia- 

φέρω 
φευγ-, φυγ-, 238 
φθινόπωρον, 117 
φιλοκέρδεια, 124 

*piAoTovia, -πονος, 137, 139 
φιλόστοργος, 75 
φιλόφρων, -φρονοῦμαι, ete., 106, 

148 
φίλως φιλίως φιλικῶς, 181 
φοβερός with infin., 173 
φοβοῦμαι ὧς, 92 
φονικός φθονερός, 810 
φόρημα, 149 
φρονηματίας, 80 
φρουρᾶς, ἐπί, 46 
(τὰ) φυόμενα, 144 
φύσει θέσει, 188 
φωνῶ, 106, 149 

(χαίρω) ἐχάρην, 126 
χαμαί, 80 
χάριν, τήν, 226 
χλιδαίνομαι, 149 
χορηγοῦμαι, 50 
χρηματίζω, 49 
χρηστός, 48 
χώρα, 5 
χωρεῖσθαι, 260 
χωρίς with gen., 198 
χῶρος, 93, 148 

ψυχεινός, 116 

ψυχή, 71 

-@meOa, -ῴμεθα, 17 

*@s=Gore, 41, 73, 76, 79, 91, 
105, 120-21, 149 twice, 150, 
171 

id 
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ὡς ws ἄν, 188 ὡς τὰ πολλά, 115 
"ὼς ἄν with opt., 75, 92 "ὡσαύτως, 44, 92, 150, 151 171, 
ὡς ἀληθῶς, 49 172 
ὡς εἶναι, 216, 290 ὡσεί with numbers, 171 
θεὸς Ss 126 ὠφέλημα, 75 
ὡς ἴσως πῶς, 66 ὠφελῶ with neuter adj., 194 
ὡς καί, 188, 200, 247 
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adirem ardens, 323 
alius altus, 338 
atque alia ‘tranquilla, 524 
audio (in perfect sense), 330 

canere sonere, 331 
causa cassa, 331 
cauta culta, 331 
color celere, 325 
cont(r)acta non trita, 334 
curam cenam, 334 

disertus decentuwm, 321 
duco dico, 329 

ecarum viserem, 323 
ego (imaginary), 61 
est sit, 338 
estis sitis, 325 
et sit, 336 
et wt, 332 

fas est, 341 
foramen, 335 
funus, 339 

geminas dominae, 324 
Graeco sprisco, 334 

hymenaeus, 324 

ingenuus ingenium, 325 
inscripti, 341 

lingua, 326 
lucta, 328 
minuant linquant, 332 
misissent risissent, 327 
mortem ventum, 328 

nam non, 329 
narramus garrimus, 327 
ποίῳ mota, 327 
non ferre, 329 
noster vester, 325 
nusquam nunguam, 326 

pawuco parco, 335 
pendulus sedulus, 328 
perditur truditur, 333 
peto puto, 329, 340 
picta tacta, 329 
praeceps, in praecipiti, 337 
praeterea alterius, 342 

quam cum, 327 
que queis, 321 
quid quod, 326 

sed quod, 330 
solito saltem, 325 

tamen tametsi, 342 
tu (imaginary), 61 

usquam unquam, 327 

(i) 
73 
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